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WE ARE GLAD To Finn that in the debate on Mr. 
M‘Mahon’s County Court Procedure Bill the absurd 
anomaly and sweeping injustice involved in the power 
which the county court judges now have to commit 
debtors to prison was well exposed by several speakers, 
and especially by Mr. Henley, who is generally re- 
garded in the House of Commons as the impersonation 
of sense. The anomaly is, that while recent legis- 
lation has relieved the upper and middle classes from 
the punishment of imprisonment for debt, and actually 
compels the discharge of such prisoners, the county 
court judges are still allowed to inflict this punishment 
upon the poorer sort of debtors who unfortunately come 
within their jurisdiction. We have often had occasion 
to call attention to this monstrous grievance, and our 
readers are familiar with the judicial statistics relating 
to this topic. For some years past we believe that the aver- 
age of debtors in prison by the order of the county court 

udges is annually between eight and nine thousand. 
There are no means, of which we are aware, for ascertain- 
ing the numbers committed in particular districts, but 
no doubt the tyrannical power in question is used, as 
might be expected, very much according to the pecu- 
liar notions, if not the whims, of articular judges. Mr. 
M‘Mahon informed the House of Commons that “ the 
gaols of Worcester and Stafford were filled with persons 
committed at the suits of pedlars, who were in the habit 
of going about the country and inducing labourers’ 
wives to purchase trinkets and other articles for which 
their husbands could never afford to pay. In the gaols 
in question there were, a short time ago, as many as 
300 persons committed at the suit of one such firm.” 
Tn all these cases of county court commitments the 
hardship of imprisonment is aggravated by the fact that 
it does not in any way operate as a satisfaction of the 
debt. The judgment may be enforced by subsequent 
executions against the goods of the debtor, or even by 
his recommitment, if the judge should be of opinion at 
any subsequent time that he has acquired the means of 
payment. The wide-spread terrorism which is exercised 
" over the poorer classes of debtors by this system may 
be judged by the fact that the number of warrants of 
commitment averages about 25,000 a year, or nearly 
one-fourth of the number of executions issued against 
How this great evil has been allowed by poli- 
ticians to obtain, without at least some protest, such 
monstrous dimensions, we are at a loss to understand. 
It is to be hoped, however, now that the matter has 
been brought before Parliament, that even the present 
session will not be permitted to without an attempt 
to deprive the county court judges of the unconstitu- 
tional and injurious power which they now possess. 


Sir II. Cairns has given notice of his intention to 
move for 4 commission to inquire into the working of 
the law relating to patents. The Act which was passed 
in 1852, for amending the law for granting patents for 
inventions—although it was at the time considered a 
great boon to the generally unfortunate class of in- 
ventors, and undoubtedly was so—has long been said to 
be very unsatisfactory, and there have been numerous 
proposals for its amendment. The British Association, 
at its Liverpool Meeting in 1854, appointed a committee 
to consider the subject. However, the main ground ot 
dissatisfaction which was then alleged was, that upwards 
of £70,000 a-year was raised by fees from inventors, 
out of which it was said there ought to be, but there 
was not provided reward for meritorious inventors 
and meens for the advancement of practical science. 





The report of this committee resulted in little else than 
a recommendation for the erection of a suitable buildi 
for the Commissioners of Patents, and also of a li 

and museum for the use of inventors. But since them 
public attention has been directed to the inadequacy of 
the laws for protecting property in inventions, and also 
to the temptations consequently afforded to piracy, as 
well as to some alleged inconveniences resulting from 
the existi praeties relating to the panting can- 
cellation "of etters patent. The British and Social 
Science Associations last year appointed a joint commit- 
tee to consider the entire subject, and they have made 
a report of which the following resolutions express the 
pith and marrow :— 


I.—That all spplications for grants of letters patent should 
be subjected to a preliminary investigation before a special 
tribunal. 

II,—That such tribunal shall have power to decide on the 
granting of patents, but it shall be open to inventors to renew 
their applications notwithstanding previous refusal. 

IIl.—That the said tribunal should be formed by a perma- 
nent and salaried judge, assisted when necessary by the advice 
of scientific assessors, and that its sittings should be public. 

IV.—That the same tribunal should have exclusive juris- 
diction to try patent causes, subject to a right of appeal. 

V.—That the jurisdiction of such tribunal should be ex- 
tended to the trial of all questions of copyright and registration 
of design. 

VI.—That the scientific assessors for the trial of patent 
causes should be five in number, (to be chosen from a panel of 
thirty to be nominated by the Commissioners of Patents) for 
the adjudication of facts, when deemed necessary by the judge 
or demanded by either of the parties, 

Vil.—That the right of appeal should be to the Court of 
Exchequer Chamber, with a final appeal to the House of Lords. 

VIilL.—That for the preliminary examination the assessors 
(if the judge requires their assistance) should be two in num- 
ber, named by the Commissioners of Patents from the existing 
panel; the decision to rest with the judge. 

IX.—That the Committee approve of the principle of com- 
pelling patentees to grant licences on terms to be fixed by 
arbitration, or ir case the parties shall not agree to such arbitra- 
tion, then by the proposed tribunal, or by an arbitrator or arbi- 
trators appointed by the said tribunal. 


SeveraL artictes have recently appeared in the 
Standard upon the state of business and the condition of 
affairs in the Bankruptcy Court. With respect to some 
recent appointments in that court made by the 
Chancellor, it says, “It is is related of the late Sir 
John Jervis, we believe, that on bein uested to 
confer a valuable appointment on a friend's son, he 
replied, ‘I never job, except for my own family.’ The 
present Lord Chancellor seems to be carrying out the 
same rigorous principle in the dispensation of his 
patronage. His lordship appears determined that his 
great scheme of bankruptcy reform shall be associated 
in more than its mere parentage with his name; and 
that the genius which presided over its birth shall, in 
various embodiments, watch over its progress and pre- 
serve its efficiency. To that benignant purpose, we 
suppose we must ascribe the fact that the London Court 
of je a is becoming literally a house of Bethell.” 
With respect to the working of the new Act it makes 
the following observations: —‘ We believe it to be as 
unsatisfactory as anything can be conceived to be that 
has received the sanction of Parliament. We hear com- 
plaints on all sides of the undiminished expensiveness 
of the proceedings, and of the facilities the new Act 
affords to unprincipled debtors for evading the just 
claims of their erellibets, It used to be a complaint 
under the old system, that respectable firms could not 
be brought into the court. Now that it is looked upon 
as a sort of “ Rogues’ Alley,” it is not likely that a 
larger number of respectable bankrupts will resort to 
it for protection. In fact, the time seems ap 
when reruns will be something more than a 
of misfortune, for it will be a certain stigma of dis- 
honesty and fraud, as both the honest debtor and the 
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prudent creditor will make every sacrifice in their 
power to save reputation and assets by avoiding its pro- 
cedure. But what the public has most to guard against 
is the obvious tendency towards increased expensive- 
ness. We cannot say what the savings under the 
new bill are calculated at. But it is manifest that a 
very few appointments of registrars at £1,200 per 
annum, with retiring allowances of £800 per annum, 
will speedily reduce them to an infinitesimal, and we 
are, as yet, by no means adequately supplied with that 
valuable class of officials.” 


A curious QuEsTioN upon the construction of the 
Fraudulent Trustees Act has been raised in the case of 
The Queen v. Fletcher, and which, after argument before 
the Court for the consideration of Crown Cases Re- 
served, is to be re-argued next term before all the 
judges. Fletcher was convicted upon a charge of 
having fraudulently converted to his own use moneys 
which he had received as trustee of the Bilston Savings 
Bank. The prisoner was the treasurer, and afterwards 
became the actuary of the bank, and the contention on 
his behalf was that to come within the provisions of the 
Act he must be a trustee of a trust created by an in- 
strument in writing for the benefit of private persons. 
The argument turned entirely upon the construction of 
the word “ trustee.” 


A PariaMENTary PAPER recently issued gives a re- 
turn of all purchase moneys paid or to be paid into the 
Landed Estates Court, Ireland, from the date of its institu- 
tion to the present time, distinguishing those sums in re- 
tay of which per-centage has or can be deducted, as 
also the amount of such per-centage, together with the 
approximate capital value of the estates now remaining 
unsold, but in which orders for sale have been made. 
The total amount of purchase money was £2,940,987 ; 
the amount lodged, including absolute credits and in- 
terest, £4,714,592; amount to be lodged or allowed by 
absolute | credits, £1,226,897 ; amount on which per- 
centage is chargeable, £3,968,913; amount on which 
per-centage is not chargeable, £1,972,076 ; amount of 
per-centage, £14,814; and approximate capital value of 
estates now remaining unsold, £3,664,996. 


Tue Lory Cuancexxor has, ' by an order, dated the 
3rd inst., directed that Saturday, the 24th inst., being 
the anniversary of her Majesty's birth-day, shall be 
kept as a general holiday in the several offices of the 
Court of Chancery, and that such offices shall be closed 
on that day. 


Tue Bencuers or tHe Inner Tempce have pre- 
sented a challenge cup to the Inns of Court Rifle 
Corps for competition. It will be shot for by bond 
fide members only, who have gone through the 
annual course of position drill and the third class 
of the annual course of target practice. In the event 
of leave a obtained from the lord of the manor, 
the corps will take part in a grand brigade field- 
day on Epsom Downs on the 17th inst., under the 
command of Col. M‘Murdo, C.B., Inspector-General of 
Volunteers. 


Mr. Joun A. Russert, of the Northern Circuit, has 
been appointed Solicitor-General for the county pala- 
tine of Durham. 


Mr. Henry Sumner Marne, LL.D., the reader on 
Jurisprudence and Civil Law at the Middle Temple, has 
accepted the office of Legal Member of the Supreme 
Court of Calcutta. 


Mr. Cuares FLetcuer Sxirrrow, who was recently 
appointed solicitor to the Admiralty, has been appointed 
one of the taxing-masters in the Court of Chancery, in 
the place of Mr. Henry Ramsay Baines, deceased. 


Tue CHANCELCLOR or THE Ducny or Lancaster has 





appointed Mr. E. Ovens, Chairman of the Salford Court 


of Quarter Sessions, Judge of the County Court in 


Manchester, in the place of the late Mr. Robert 
Brandt, deceased. - 
a a eee 


SUGGESTIONS FOR SIMPLIFYING THE LAW OF 
REAL PROPERTY. 

Two useful papers on the transfer of land* have 
recently been read before the Juridical Society, one 
by Mr. Joshua Williams, the author of the popular 
treatise on Real Property, the other by Mr. E. P. Wol- 
stenholme—which we published in extenso, ante p. 363, 
and on which we do not now offer any comments. 
Mr. Williams is of opinion that the evils incidental 
to our present conveyancing system fall chiefly upon 
mo’ rs, as ‘vendors usually protect themselves by 
special stipulations. This is natural enough. A mort- 

or, as the author observes, is in want of mone 

and cannot dictate terms. For the ills to which all 
conveyances, especially mortgages, are subject, Mr. 
Williams proposes a threefold remedy. The first item 
is the printing of deeds bookwise. Incidental to this 
change in the shape of assurances, the author re- 
commends the abolition of the sealing and delivering of 
deeds and the substitution of signature and attestation, 
instead of those antiquated devices. The reader will 
find, ante vol. 5, pp. 215, 275, 354, a series of papers in 
which are advocated this very important change in the 
law, as also the abolition of the distinction between spe- 
cialty and simple contract debts. We need not, therefore, 
offer here farther arguments in support of this —— 
The next panacea recommended is the complete abo- 
lition of a “purchaser's right to any abstract of title 
eeds executed after the printing of deeds had become 
compulsory.” For an abstract of title Mr. Williams 
wosld substitute an inspection of the deeds themselves 
or certified copies of them. As an abstract of title may 
not be a correct abridgment of the deeds to which it 
refers, the substitution of the original instruments is an 
obvious improvement in point of theoretical simplicity. 
But we doubt whether the deeds themselves can be con- 
veniently handed about upon every treaty for a sale 
or mortgage. Certified copies appear to be the only 
appropriate substitute for the present abstracts. This 
suggestion of Mr. Williams’, however, relates to a secon- 
dary and comparatively unimportant item in the ge 
ancing machine. The main difficulty, no doubt, in the 
present system is the usually involved state of the title 
itself. On this point the author's suggestion is no other 
than the proposition recommended by the report of the 
Real Property Commissioners of 1831—viz., a registry of 
deeds by roots of title. The system of registration pro- 
posed by Mr. Williams is considered by him to be 
merely the Lord Chancellor's idea carried out to its 
legitimate consequences. Whatever may be said con- 
cerning the Lord Chancellor's scheme an extreme and 
technical development of the principle of the bill now 
before Parliament can by no means be approved of. 
The only natural effect of a registry is that it operates 
as notice to all the world. It thus defeats secret instru- 
ments and so far reduces an abstract of title to the limits 
of the register. But a system of registration which 
would be itself connected with a total revolution in our 
real property code is, we think, eminently speculative. 

Mr. Williams proposes “to abolish the whole law of 
inheritance, so far as it relates to legal estates in fee 
simple.” These, he suggests, should vest like chattels 
in the executor or administrator of a deceased owner 
and be included in the probate of his wili, This change 


*“ On the True Remedies for the Evils which affect the Transfer of 
Land.” A paper read before the Juridical Society on Monday, the 24th of 
March, 1862, by Joshua Williams, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister, author 
of ** Principles of the Law of Real Property,” &c. London: H. sweet. 
Dublin: Hodges, Smith,& Co. 1862. 





“ Simplitication of Title to Land preferable to the Introduction of Nove! 
Modes of Transfer, with an Outline of a Plan.” 


By E. P. Wolstenholme. 
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is somewhat revolutionary; and though it would, we 
admit, at least after the lapse of some years, render the 
tracing the devolution of legal estates easier than it is at 
present, it would, nevertheless, we think, produce a new 
and vigorous crop of evils of its own. For instance, it 
would either, if accompanied by certain other changes 
almost necessarily conseqential upon such an innovation 
in the law, render the possession of the legal estate 
valueless, or it would deprive the heir of the power en- 
joyed by him exclusively at present of bringing eject- 
ment. We donot, therefore, see the “= utagad of this 
device. As regards estates tail Mr. Williams makes no 
proposal. We think that in this he has overlooked the 
main source of the complications of our real property 
system. We know noexpedient more facile of adoption 
or more likely to be beneficial in its operation than the 
repeal of thre statute De donis, or rather the legislative 
conversion of estates tail into base fees. At present a 
mortgagee or rent-charger may unexpectedly find himself 
ousted of his claim by the fact that his grantor wasa tenant 
in tail under some settlement of the property made a 
hundred years ago and not yet barred. Moreover, the 
owner of land who takes under an obscurely worded 
instrument may make a void will, his title being in tail 
and not in fee as he had imagined. There is no 
difficulty in our real property system at all proportioned 
in magnitude to the complications occasioned by the 
operation of the statute De donis. Without a conversion 
of estates tail into estates of freehold or base fees, we 
cannot avoid considering every device for the ameliora- 
tion of our real property system, including even those 
now before Parliament, as materially defective. 

The author next passes on to the subject of mort- 
gages, in respect of which he recommends the prohibi- 
tion of “the conveyance of the legal estate to any 
person simply for the purpose of securing the payment 
of money lent.” We approve of the object of this 
suggestion, but think that the means suggested are 
cumbrous and inadequate to this end. A more obvious 
remedy, and one which is not dependent for its effect 
upon prior fundamental changes in our real property 
system, would be a short Act rendering satisfied mort- 
gages subject to the same cesser as satisfied terms 
are subject 7. the Act 8 & 9 Vict. c. 112. A system of 
registration, however, would render any suggestion re- 
garding the cesser of the legal estate in a mortgage 
comparatively valueless ; because under such a system 
conveyances and incumbrances take their relative 
priority according to the order of their dates, wholly 
irrespective of the legal estate. Mr. Williams re- 
commends the abolition of long terms of years not sub- 
ject to rent, instead of which he suggests the legalizing of 
portions at law. To the owner of land for a term ex- 
ceeding ninety-nine years, without any rent, he would 
give an absolute estate in fee simple. This is a con- 
summation, no doubt, highly desirable. The purchaser 
of an estate held for the residue of an old term may be 
surprised at the appearance of the freeholder at the 
end of the term with an abstract of course extending 
over it. We think there is no great difficulty in the 
way of validating charges and portions an land at law. 
The incumbrancer would have no greater control over 
the freehold than a judgment creditor has by an elegit. 
When the land is extended he becomes a termor, the 
duration of his term being calculated by the proportion 
which the annual value of the land bears to the 
amount of the debt. These observations apply mutatis 
mutandis to mortgagees, annuitants, or dther incum- 
brancers. They could be most easily converted into 
tenants by elegit, liberty being given to them to extend 
the land. Or they might be empowered in all cases to 
enter up a judgment nunc pro tunc against the party who 
created the incumbrance, even = he should have 
been deceased. The ——— of Mr. Williams, we 
think, loses none of its value on account of its obvious 
simplicity. The author also recommends the validating 
of remainders in terms. These limitations can at 





present be created only by way of trust. On this we 
have not one comment to offer, but give it our un- 
qualified assent. 

Mr. Williams recommends the abolition of the 
Statute of Uses, and the rendering valid at law all dis- 
positions which can now be effected by the aid of the 
statute. He thinks (page 40), that by this device 
““much learning would be, and ger expense conse- 
quently, saved.” We do not think that the repeal of 
the Statute of Uses would effect the oe diminution 
of legal learning or expense, especially as in order to 
determine what limitations are valid at law recourse 
should necessarily be had to the cases decided under 
the statute. We r " ee the a of boa was 
ever passed. We should now equally regret to see 
that quicksand of subsidies abolished, unless some very 
simple substitute instead thereof was proposed. 

he author informs us (page 42), that one of the 
most fruitful sources of expense “arises from land 
being split up into small undivided shares.” For this 
evil , * suggests, “that where tenants in common ex- 
ceed a certain number, any person holding a share to a 
certain amount should be enabled to compel a sale.” 
As it is impossible to divide three houses between fifty 
or even five persons (to use the example given by the 
author), the remedy suggested by him is alike urgent 
and important. 

To the author we are primarily indebted, for the 
2ist section of the statute 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, which 
effected the abolition of the old rule that a man could 
not assign to himself. The validating of the partial 
release of a rent charge, or a partial infringement of a 
condition, is also, in some measure, attributable to Mr. 
Williams. These changes, as our readers are aware, 
were effected by the statutes 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, ss. 1, 2, 
and 3, and 23 & 24 Vict. os 38, . 6. i sing 

Mr. Williams is, in the early part of his pamp 
(page 6),a warm advocate of the establishment of an 

ncumbered Estates Court, provided that it be furnished 
with a fund for the compensation of those who might 
suffer from the effect of such machinery. The original 
of the compensating element is to be found in the in- 
defeasible title system of South Australia, of which 
we gave an outline ante, vol. 4, pp. 176, 196. This 
element does not exist in the Irish Landed Estates 
Judicature. Accordingly, if that Court sell the land of 
A. to B., A. isremediless. A case somewhat of this nature 
actually occurred (vide Errington v. Rorke, 7 H. of L. 
Cas. 617). At the close of his pamphlet Mr. Williams 
appears disposed to modify the views previously ex- 

ressed by him in reference to the establishment of an 

nglish Landed Estates Court. “So long,” the author 
justly observes (page 44), “as settlements of lands are 
allowed to be made on children not yet born, it is evi- 
dent that such children’s claims must either rest solely 
on the integrity of some trustees, or else if secured on 
the land must give to some person or other the expense 
and trouble of investigating them. ‘The security of 
landed settlements is of paramount bea gst manag He 
then adds some observations as to official delays, so that 
the reader is left in doubt as to whether on the whole 
he approves of the establishment of a Landed Estates 
Court in England. 

The scheme which Mr. Williams has proposed should, 
he thinks, “either be rejected altogether or accepted as 
a whole.” But we consider that he attributes to his 
suggestions a greater degree of real unity and com- 
pleteness than they deserve. They appear to be various 
empirical devices, strung together by a dexterous hand 
certainly, yet much wanting in any mutual philoso; 
relations. They are, however, all of them valuable; 
and we have, therefore, given them that extended notice 
which their intrinsic importance and the experience of 
their author deserve. 
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EQUITABLE INTERESTS IN SHIPS. 

The Merchant Shipping Acts Amendment Bill, now 
before the House of Commons, is intended as a further 
supplement to the Act of 1854, and contains a great 
number of provisions the majority of which are of little 
interest to lawyers. It comprises, however, one section 
to which it is desirable to call the attention of cur 
readers. Its provisions are so important that we give 
the clause in extenso. 


It is hereby declared that the expression “ beneficial interest,” 
whenever used in the second part of the principal Act, includes 
interests arising under contract and other equitable interests; 
and the intention of the said Act is that, without prejudice to 
the provisions contained in the said Act for preventing notice 
of trusts from being entered in the register book or received by 
the registrar, and without prejudice to the powers of disposition 
and of giving receipts conferred by the said Act on registered 
owners and mortgagees, and without prejudice to the provisions 
contained in the said Act relating to the exclusion of unquali- 
fied persons from the ownership of British ships, equities may 
be enforced against owners and mortgagees of ships in respect 
of their interest therein, in the same manner as equities may 
be enforced against them in respect of any other personal 
property. 

Should these words find a place in our statute book 
they will effect a complete revolution in the jurisdiction 
of the Court of Chancery affecting equitable interests in 
ships. The policy of the entire series of Ship Registry 
Acts was to exclude the possibility of any merely 
equitable interests in British ships. It was considered 
of such paramount importance to prevent foreigners 
from acquiring, directly or indirectly, the rights and 
immunities attaching to the British flag that the re- 
gister was made absolute evidence of title—careful 
— being made to angen 3 the registration of 

oreigners. ‘To carry out this policy the most stringent 
enactments were made, regardless of the inconvenience 
or injustice which might result from an entire denial of 
the rights of equitable owners. Accordingly, we find 
throughout the Chancery reports during the past century 
a number of cases in which the Court of Chance has 
been compelled to refuse all relief to persons claiming in 
respect of merely equitable rights or interests in ships. 
There was practically no means of relieving persons 
who had suffered from such contrivance or fraud in 
dealings about ships as would have attracted the juris- 
diction of the Court if any other kind of property had 
been in question. So entirely did Courts of Equity sub- 
mit to the stringency of the statutory enactments, that 
they have acknowledged themselves powerless to give 
any relief even where the defendant had fraudulently 
registered the bill of sale of which he had accidentall 
obtained possession ; and so they have refused to apply 
the doctrine of notice as against registered owners 1 if 
before registration, were aware of previous unregistered 
transfers. Nor did the Merchant Shipping Act of 1854 
at all increase the jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery 
in this class of cases; so that now for all purposes the 
equitable is identical with the legal title toa ship. By 
the Act of 1854, section 43, no notice of any trust is to 
be entered in the register book, or receivable by the 
registrar ; and subject to any rights and powers ap- 
pearing by the book to be vested in any other party, 
the registered owner is to have absolute power of dis- 
posal. It will be seen that the bill now before Parlia- 
ment does not intend to make any alteration in this 
respect. ‘Lhe registered owner is still to have the same 
powers of disposition and of giving receipts as he now has 
under the Act of 1854. But all registered owners and 
mortgagees of ships are to be made amenable to the ju- 
risdiction of the Court of Chancery just as if the property 
in question was money in the funds or other personal 
estate. We do not now pretend to be able to trace the 
probable effect of such an enactment upon the general 
provisions of the Act of 1854 and the Amendment Act, 
1855. It can hardly be supposed that any order of the 
Court of Chancery in such a case would be merely in 





personam against the owner or mortgagee ; and the result 
would be either to make the registrar a party to every 
such cause or some machinery should be adopted so that 
the Court could in fact effectually either order or restrain 
the sale of ships, and could give relief in all cases where 
byaccident, mistake, negligence, or fraud, some tech- 
nical requirements of the statute law had not been 
complied with, or had been taken advantage of, to the 
detriment of those who are beneficially interested. 
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The Courts. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before the Lorps Justices.) 


May 2.—In Bankruptcy.—Ezx parte Newton.—Mr. Bruce 
appeared on behalf of the bankrupt in support of an appli- 
cation that their lordships would settle a special case on an 
appeal from a decision of the Lords Justices to the House ot 
Lords. The application was made under the 10th section of 
the 14 & 15 Vict. c. 83, which, after providing an appeal to 
the House of Lords in matters of bankruptcy, enacts that any 
such appeal shali be by way of special case, settled by one of 
the Lords Justices. The 18th section of the Bankruptcy Law 
Consolidation Act, 1849, gives a discretionary power to the 
Court in all cases of appeal to the House of Lords; but this 
section is repealed by the 230th section of the act of 1862, 
and he therefore contended that their lordships no longer had 
any discretion in the matter to refuse to settle the special case. 

Their Lorpsurps said that the question was, no doubt, an 
important one, and that the application had better be renewed 
before the Lord Chancellor, and then, if his Lordship thought 
the Court had no discretion in the matter of the appeal, one 
of the Lords Justices would be quite ready to settle the special 


case. 

May 3.—Mr. Bruce this morning mentioned the matter to 
the Lord Chancellor when 

His Lorpsutr said he was of opinion that the repeal of the 
18th section of the Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act, 1849, 
hy the Bankruptcy Act 1861, made no difference in the opera- 
tion of the 10th section of the 14 & 15 Vict. c. 83, and that 
whatever discretion of granting or refusing an appeal to the 
House of Lords in matters of bankruptcy the Lords Justices 
were entitled to exercise under that statute, remained to be 
exercised by them, notwithstanding the repeal of the 18th 
section of the act of 1849. The 10th section of the 14 & 15 
Vict. must be read with the words of the 18th section of the 
Act of 1849, although repealed, because the 14 & 15 Vict., in 
the 10th section, incorporated and imparted into it the then 
existing 18th section of the enactment of 1849, giving certain 
powers of restraining appeals to the Lord Chancellor, which 
had been held to be transferred to the Lords Justices by the 
Act constituting that court of appeal. If, however, this had 
been res integra, he would have thought that in matters of 
bankruptey the appeal to the House of Lords given by the 
10th section of the 14 & 15 Vict. on any question of law or 
equity, or on the rejection or admission of evidence, was a 
matter of right, and not at the discretion of the Lords Justices; 
but as that had been otherwise acted upon the Court need not 
now trouble itself with that question. 


May 2.—In re Parsons—Mr. Bacon appeared for the peti- 
tioning creditors, who had obtained an adjudication in benk- 
ruptey, against an order of Mr. Commissioner Faue annulling 
such adjudication. It appeared that the alleged bankrupt had 
executed a deed of composition which was dated the Ist of 
January last, and registered the 27th of the same month. The 
adjudication in bankruptcy was made on the 28th of January, 
and was subsequently annulled by the Commissioner, on the 
ground that the deed was binding, under the 192nd section o 
the Act of 1861, upon all the creditors. The principal point 
raised on the appeal was whether the deed had been duly 
registered, it having been taken to the registrar with a memo- 
randum of its contents, and such memorandum having been 
returned by the registrar, the deed being returned by him im- 
mediately. Another point was that the possession of the pro- 
perty comprised in the deed had not been duly given to the 


Lorpsuirs thought that it was not proved that pos- 
ioston of the penny semanas by the deed had been given to 
the trustee nominated in deed, and on that ground their 
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Lordships discharged the order annulling the adjudication; ob- 
serving, however, that they gave no opinion on the question 
whether the deed had been properly registered. 





(Before Vice-Chancellor Sruaxt.) 

May 3.—Gibbs v. Daniel_—In this case a bill was filed by 
certain ladies to set aside a purchase of certain {building land 
near Clifton, which the defendants had purchased from them 
shortly after they had ceased to be their solicitors. There 
was an immense amount of evidence on both sides, The facts 
appear sufficiently from the Vice-Chancellor’s judgment. 

Stuart, V.C.—The object of this suit is to set uside a 
purchase by the defendants of the equity of redemption of 
certain property of the plaintiffs’. It appears that the defen- 
dants had acted as the solicitors of the plaintiffs and also of 
the mortgagees. It is a material part of the defendants’ case 
that about twenty-one days before the agreement for the pur- 
chase they had ceased to act as solicitors for the plaintiffs, and 
that another solicitor was called in who acted on their behalf, 
and sanctioned the purchase. There is no doubt that the in- 
tervention of other adequate assistance and advice, so as to 
remove all that presumption of pressure and influence which 
arises from the relation of solicitor and client, may give 
validity to the transaction of a purchase by a solicitor from his 
client. In the present case there is this peculiarity, that there 
is the clearest evidence of actual pressure by the defendants 
themselves, and the question is not to be dealt with on the 
mere presumption of influence and pressure. What the de- 
fendants have laboured to show is that the affairs of the plain- 
tiffs were in a state of embarrassment, and there was a great 
difficulty which made the sale inevitable; that before the con- 
tract another solicitor was called in and acted for the plaintiffs; 
that an adequate price was paid; and that even after the con- 
tract was made, the defendants, so far from being eager in the 
transaction, were desirous of inducing any person to take the 
purchase off their hands, and actually offered it to the plain- 
tiffs’ creditors, who refused to take it. There is a great deal 
of evidence on both sides on these grounds of defence; when 
fairly weighed the evidence does not remove the difficulty in 
the defendants’ case. As to the intervention of Crosby, who 
was the person called in to act and to succeed the defendants 
as solicitors for the plaintiffs, its importance must depend on 
the way in which he performed his duty. He has been ex- 
amined as a witness on behalf of the defendants. But it does 
not appear that he had sufficient information as to the state of 
the plaintiffs’ affairs, or the circumstances or value of the pro- 
perty, to make his intervention or approbation of the sale of 
much value. He made no adequate exertion, and took no 
proper pains to inquire into or ascertain the value of the pro- 
perty, and made no attempt to procure any other person to 
purchase. The pretext for the sale was the pressure of the 
mortgagees, who where the defendants’ clients, and whose in- 
terest was in arrear. If Crosby had made proper inquiries of 
the defendants, and they had told him the truth; he would 
have ascertained that they had in their hands a sum of money 
advanced to them for the purpose of being lent to the plain- 
tiffs, which, if the defendants had chosen, would have relieved 
the pretended pressure, and he might also have discovered that 
the m s had not instructed the defendants to threaten to 
sell the property. The proposal of the defendants to become 
purchasers appears to have been contemporaneous with their 
pony bes act themselves as solicitors for the plaintiffs, and 
with the employment of Crosby. In the answer the 23rd of 
November is fixed as the date on which they ceased to act as 
solicitors for the plaintiffs, and on which Crosby appeared. On 


the following there occurred an interview between the 
defendants and by, the particulars of which are stated in 
the answer. They say that Mr. Crosby requested to be in- 


formed of the state of the mortgage and other transactions 
between them and his clients; that they gave him such infor- 
mation, and (among other things) they stated the impossibility 
of their clients remaining any longer unpaid, and requested 
him to see if any means could be found to pay the interest, 
and prevent the necessity of a sale, which they said was in- 
evitable unless this could be done. The proposition that the 
‘defendants should become purchasers was, they say, started by 
Crosby. Ina previous passage they say that the proposition 
was started at the second interview with Crosby. Upon that 
proposition they offered to purchase, and in their answer is 
‘this passage, —“ We admit that we had intimated to him that 
unless the plaintiffs, pg Ratles Gibbs and Ann Gibbs, op or 
before the 11th day of ber, but not otherwise, immedi- 
ately accepted our offer, we should immediately advertise the 





property for sale.” It appears, however, that all this urgénoy 
and all these threats proceeded entirely from the defendants 
themselves, and had no foundation in any instruction 
wish of the mortgagees. This is clearly esta’ 

by their own evidence. They admit that no written 
notice was given to any of them by the mortgagees to 
sell, that the mortgagees left the entire management of 
the mo securities in their hands, and that the state- 
ments that they would proceed instantly to advertise the pro- 
perty for sale was made solely because no means could be found 
whereby the interest due on the mortgages could be paid or 
secured. This last statement has been displaced by doou- 
mentary evidence, and by the vivd voce examination of the 
defendant Cox as to the moneys in the defendants’ hands re- 
ceived by them in respect of a loan negotiated in July for the 
plaintiffs, and left incompleted for some reason incompatible 
with their duty to the plaintiffs, their clients, It is thus 
clearly proved that while the non-payment of interest was the 
pretext for compelling an instant sale, they had in their hands 
moneys which their duty to the plaintiffs as their clients re- 
quired them to make available for that p When Crosby 
was called in to act in their stead as the plaintiffs’ confidential 
adviser, they withheld from him the knowledge of this and 
other facts essential to enable him to discharge his duty with 
effect, Where a purchase of this kind is defended on the 
ground of the intervention of other professional assistance, 
it must be shown that the new adviser had a proper opportunity 
of discharging his duty. If it appears that the solicitor pur- 
chasing from his late client is aware of a neglect of duty, or 
takes advantage of any neglect of duty in the new adviser, but 
especially if he withholds or suppresses from the new adviser 
any information of importance, the transaction is vitiated. The 
intervention of one who is seen or known to n his duty 
is no protection. In the t case, the defe used for 
their own benefit against their former clients information ob- 
obtained by them while acting as their professional advisers. 
The defendants are shown to be purchasers of the property of 
their late clients under a forced sale—forced under a pressure 
created by themselves. They only ceased to act as solicitors 
for the plaintiffs at the time when they offered to purchase their 
estate, and they continued the pressure under a power which 
they themselves created till they completed the purchase, and 
they completed it at the time when they had secured to them- 
selves a large profit from a transactson of which the negotiation 
was commenced while their confidential relation with the 
tiffs existed, and concluded, not for the benefit of the plaiotif 
but of themselves. Throughout the transaction the p’ 
were placed wholly at the mercy of the defendants. 
threats, and pressure, and alarm were all the work of the de- 
fendants, aa the means by which they procured the plaintifls 
tg make the contract. Except for the purpose of procuring a 
sale to themselves there appears to be no reason at all for their 
assertion that a sale was inevitabJe, and no other reason why 
they threatened that they would instantly advertise the pro- 
perty for sale unless their offer to purchase was 
The profits which the defendants have derived from their sab- 
sequent dealing with the property is the best proof of value, 
Evidence of a great depreciation of the , from 

rary causes, at the time of the contract, affords little assistanes 
to the Fagg case. A purchase ad —— property by 
the solicitor of the mortgagor at a time of temporary 
ciation of the property, without any instructions from the 
mortgagor, or any purpose of apparent benefit to him, cam 
scarcely be a valid transaction. Objections have been talven 
as to the state of the plaintiffs’ title to the property, but these 
objections are of no material importance on the main quéstion 
in the cause. It sufficiently appears that the trust fands, it 
which all the plaintiffs were interested, had been irregularly 
dealt with as to the investment in the property in question. 
But the nature of the dealing was such as to give to all the 
plaintiffs such an interest in the property as entitles them to 
maintain the suit. The objection that the son is not a party 
to the suit is of no avail. It does not appear that he could 
properly have been joined as a plaintiff, and it is not shown 
that he retains any interest in the property sufficient to make 
his absence as plaintiff or defendant in this suit an obstacle 
to the plaintiffs’ right to relief. He was no party to the con- 
tract and conveyance which are sought to be set aside. It is 
scarcely necessary to notice that what is said by the defendants 
to have been an offer by them to the creditors of the contract 
was an offer of a different kind, including other property and 
on other terms, It is sufficiently proved that the defendants, 
before their purchase, were well aware that there was an oppor- 
tunity of selling a small portion of the ground for a large sum, 
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and that they so managed as to prevent the plaintiffs from having 
the benefit of this advantageous proposal, and reserved that bene - 
fit to themselves. ‘Throughout the whole transaction the con- 
duct of the defendants was a series of pretexts: the urgency of 
the mortgagees was a pretext; the insufficiency of the security 
was a pretext; the threat of advertising the property for imme- 
diate sale, at the instance of the mortgagees, was a pretext; 
and all these pretexts were used before their confidential rela- 
tion with the plaintiffs was dissolved. Upon the whole case 
the plaintiffs have established a right to set aside the transac- 
tion, and to have a decree against the defendants, with costs. 





COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Sittings in Banco, before Lord Chief Justice CookBuRN and 
Justices Crompton, BLackBuRn, and MELLOR.) 


May 5.—The Queen v. Bell—In this case the Court had 
granted a rule calling upon Mr. Bell, overseer of the township 
of Heap, in the county of Lancaster, to show cause why a 
criminal information should not be filed against him for two 
libels published by him in the form of placards, reflecting upon 
the conduct of Messrs. Harper and Whitehead, attorneys, 
clerks to the magistrates at Bury. It appeared that certain 
proceedings had been instituted in this court to compel the 
inhabitants of the ‘township of Heap to appoint constables, 
which proceedings terminated unfavourably to the township. 
The charge against the defendant was that he had written and 
and published two placards, reflecting on the conduct of the 
prosecutors. 

The defendant admitted that he had written the first of the 
two placards, upon which, however, nothing turned; but with 
respect to the second placard, which was expressed in the most 
scurrilous and abusive language, the defendant swore positively 
that he had not written it, and that he had had nothing to do 
with its publication. 

The attention of the Court was called to the fact that the 
handwriting of the defendant was on the back of the second 
manuscript, from which an inference was drawn that the manu- 
script had been written under the direction of the defendant, 
who had got some one else to write it. 

Lord Chief Justice CockBurRN said, the Court had the 
positive oath of the defendant that he had not written the 
libel, and had had nothing to do with its publication; so that 
the prosecutors must go before the grand jury if they wished 
the matter to proceed further. 

His Lordship’s attention was directed to an affidavit made 
by an “expert,” with a view to show that the defendant had 
written in a disguised hand. 

Lord Chief Justice CockBurN, however, said, the Court 
could not enter upon such an inquiry. 

Rule discharged, without costs. ° 


Beard v. Perry.—This was a rule calling upon the plaintiff 
to show cause why the master should not review his taxation 
of the costs, 

It appeared that the action was brought for a sum above 
£20, to which the defendant pleaded a set-off, and in the 
result the plaintiff recovered a sum under £20. The costs 
were taxed by the master, and the defendant then obtained 
the present rule for the master to review his taxation, upon 
the ground that the sum recovered was under £20, and there- 
fore, under the 11th section of the County Courts Extension 
Act (13 & 14 Vict. c. 61), the plaintiff was not entitled 


to costs. 

Lord Chief Justice Cocksurn said the question was what 
was the meaning of the word “recover,” in the 11th 
section of the 13 & 14 Vict. c. 61. ‘That section enacts 
that if in any action (with the exceptions mentioned) “the 
plaintiff shall recover a sum not exceeding £20,” &c., “ the 
plaintiff shall have judgment to recover such sum only, and 
no costs.” In one sense the plaintiff might be said to recover 
more than the balance, for he got the benefit of the whole 
amount which his adversary owed him; but his Lordship 
thought the statute itself pointed out the sense in which the 
word “ recover” was used, and that in the meaning of the 
statute, the plaintiff only “ recovered” the balance which, 
after the set-off, he succeeded in getting by the verdict. 

The other judges were of the same opinion. 

Rule absolute for the master to review his taxation. 


Ex parte Miils—This was an application by Mr. Mills to be 
admitted an attorney. A rule had been obtained calling upon 
the examiners to show cause why they should not examine him 
and admit him an attorney of this court, The examiners had 


examined him, and his admission was to depend on the mas- 
ter’s report, to whom the facts had been referred. The question 
was whether Mr. Mills had for a term of ten years been clerk 
to an attorney and engaged in business according to the 
23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s. 4, and whether he had duly 
served under articles of ¢lerkship. The matter was referred 
to Master Turner, who reported in favour of the applicant. 

After hearing counsel, 

The Court said the examiners were right in hesitating before 
conceding this gentleman’s application. ‘The matter, however, 
having been referred to the master, and he having reported 
favourably for Mr. Mills to the Court, the Court thought the 
examiners ought no longer to refuse to admit him. 

Rule accordingly. 


Ex parte——, an Attorney—This was an application for 
a rule, calling upon an attorney of this court to show 
cause why he should not be struck off the rolls of the court, 
and answer the matters of the affidavits. The application 
arose out of an action, St. Aubyn and Wife v. The London 
General Omnibus Company (Limited), which was an action to 
recover compensation in damages for injuries sustained through 
the alleged negligence of one of the defendants’ conductors. 
The case was first tried in May, 1860, when the plaintiffs re- 
covered a verdict for £100 damages. The defendants after- 
wards obtained a rule for a new trial which was made absolute, 
and cu the second trial the jury found for the defendants. The 
charge against the attorney in the first action was, that in 
making out his bill of costs and in his affidavits of increase 
sums had been charged as paid to a witness which the attorney 
had never paid. There was a second charge connected with 
the second trial, of endeavouring to impose upon the Court with 
false statements contained in an affidavit. 

The Court said the applicant was entitled to a rule. 

Rule nisi granted, calling on the attorney to answer the 
matters contained in the affidavits. 





Lord Chief Justice CockBURN this day gave notice that the 
Court will sit in banco on Wednesday, the 14th, and Thursday, 
the 15th inst, to dispose of cases in the New Trial Paper, and 
to give judgment in cases standing for judgment. 





COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Guildhall, before Mr. Baron Bram- 
WELL and a Commen Jury.) 

May 3.—Witkinson v. Redman.—This was an action brought 
by the plaintiff, a bacon merchant in London, against the de- 
fendant, a grocer at Farnham, to recover the sum of £14 8s, 4d 
for goods supplied and delivered. The defendant pleaded 
never indebted, but stated in court that he did not dispute 
£3 5s., part of the account. 

Mr. Baron BRAMWELL.—Has your attorney told you that 
the proper course was to pay £3 5s. into court? 

Witness.—No. 

Mr. Baron BRAMWELL.—Well, then, you remember what I 
tell you. When your attorney asks you for his costs you 
refuse to pay them, and bring an action against him for not 
properly advising you. Now, bear in mind what I tell you, 
because I am certain if you had been advised properly you 
would not have been brought here. 

The learned JupGE, in summing up, commented very se- 
verely on the conduct of the defendant's attorney, and said it 
was as scandalous a piece of conduct on the attorney’s part as 
he had ever known, aad that, instead of the defendant paying 
the attorney his costs, he had a remedy at law against him for 
the costs he had been put to in defending the action. 

The Jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff for the amount 
claimed. ' 





(Sittings in Banco, before the Lorp Curer Baron, and 
Barons BRAMWELL and MARTIN.) 

May 3,6.—Mayall v. Higley—This action was brought 
by Mr. Mayall, the photographer, for the improper detention 
of certain photographic portraits of eminent men, which plain- 
tiff had lent to Mr. Tallis, the publisher of the JU/ustrated News 
of the World with a view to engravings from them being issued 
with that journal. Mr. Tallis became a bankrupt, and the 


defendant purchased the photographs from his assignees, and 
sold reduced copies of them for considerable sums. At the 
trial, which took place before the Lord Chief Baron at Guild- 
hall, the jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff; but a rule 





| was subsequently obtained to enter a verdict for the defendant. 
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On the part of the plaintiff cause was now shown against 
the rule, 

The Lorp CueFr Baron said that when the Court granted 
the rule there was an impression that the case involved the 
question of copyright in photographs, but it now appeared to 
him that-it did not touch that question, It was really an 
action for using a man’s property without his consent and to 
his disadvantage, which the defendant had no right to do. 

It was admitted that the case was wholly independent of 
any point as to copyright, but that if it were not it would 
come within the principle laid down by Lord Cottenham in the 
case of Prince Albert v. Strange, 1 M‘N. & G. 25. 

Mr. Baron Martin said the defendant had wrongfully got 

esion of the photographs, and wrongfully made copies 
from them and sold them, and the Court had to say whether 
it would grant the injunction prayed for to restrain him from 
repeating those acts. He thought that the rule should be dis- 
charged, and that the injunction should go. 

The Lorp Carer Baron and Mr. Baron BraMwett. con- 
Gurred in that opinion, 

Rule discharged. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Fane.) 


May 3—In ve J. H. Neville—The bankrupt is a leather 
merchant of New Oxford-street, This was a sitting for ex- 
amination and discharge. 

Mr. Lawrance, for the assignees, asked for an adjournment, 
the creditors of the bankrupt being desirous to avail themselves 
of the provisions of the 185th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 
and receive a composition of 2s, 6d. in the pound. 

Mr. Buchanan, for Mr. Thomas Hooman, a creditor, sub- 
mitted that the 185th section was never intended to apply to a 
case like this. Two days before the bankrupt presented his 
petition to this Court he had given to Mr. Hooman, an entire 
stranger, a first order for £29°worth of goods, when he stated 
that he was in independent circumstances, in a position to retire 
from business, and that as soon as the order was executed Mr. 
Hooman should havehis money. The goods were delivered at 
8 o'clock p.m., two days after this representation; the bank- 
rupt’s shop was never re-opened after that hour, and Mr. Hoo- 
man had not been paid, but had been defrauded. 

The ComMIssioner referred to the 185th, 186th, and 187th 
sections of the Act, and said that he could only interpret them 
to mean this—that this Court was bound to act on the wishes of 
creditors to obtain a pecuniary benefit by means of an arrange- 
ment, ‘and that it was no part of its duty to punish knaves. 
He could not help Mr. Hooman. 

Mr. Lawrance said Mr. Commissioner Goulburn, who was not 
remarkable for taking a favourable view of the conduct of 
bankrupts, also took this view. The Legislature would appear 
to have intended to enable creditors and debtors to make con- 
duct a matter of nem, and to leave the moral consideration 
out of the question. How far this would tend to improve pub- 
lic morals was a matter which time must determine. 

His Honour repeated that he had no power to help Mr. 
Hooman, and ordered an adjournment, as prayed. 





(Before Mr, Commissioner Hotyroop.) 

May 7.—Re Charles Henry Voules, Jun—The Bankrupt 
was @ solicitor, of 25, Westbourne-park, Paddington, and of 
Gresham-street, City. This was the sitting for examination 
and discharge. The adjudication was on the bankrupt’s own 
petition, His statement of accounts shows liabilities of £10,842. 
The largest'claim, and the one which had led to the bank- 
ruptey, was that of £9,190 by the official manager of the Life 
Assurance Treasury, now in course of winding-up. The cir- 
cumstances under which the claim arose were thus stated by 
the bankrupt. In October, 1860, he gave promissory notes to 
the company for £6,190, and executed a bond for securing the 
9 an to the company of an annuity of £252 a-year 

uring the life of his father, Henry Edmund Voules, then 55 
years of age, with the understanding that he should not be called 
upon for payment of the notes except he failed to pay the an- 
nuity regularly. ‘The estimated value of the annuity was 
£3,000, making the total liability to the company £6,190. At 
the time this arrangement was entered into the company re- 
leased the father who was then liable to them on over-due 
notes and bills of exchange; and he also discharged them from 
his claim for bills of costs. The bankrupt stated that he was 
induced to enter into this arrangement on a promise that him- 
self and his father should subsequently be employed as solicitors 





to the company, from which he expected to derive a profit of 
at least £500 a year; but they stopped payment shortly after- 
wards, 

On the part of the Life Assurance Treasury it was at- 
tempted to be shown that the bankrupt had lent himself te a 
scheme, and undertaken a responsibility which he could not 
possibly meet, and that the debt had been incurred without 
reasonable or probable expectation of payment. t 

The bankrupt was examined, and said he was only admitted 
as a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1860, very shortly before he 
undertook this responsibility. He had no property, and nothing 
beyond his professional expectations, Had a very strong as- 
surance from the company that the business should be con- 
tinued in their office. 

His Honour said the bankrupt had been guilty of a very 
imprudent act; at the same time there did not to have 
been any misrepresentation. ‘The company had chosen to take 
the guarantee of the son in place of that of the father: they were 
therefore the more culpable parties. There seemed to have 
been an expectation that the son would succeed to the business 
of the father who was in ill-health, and that he would pay the 
annuity out of the profits of the business. He had into 
a liability which, if things turned out unfavourable, he cer- 
tainly had no means of meeting; but if blamewas to be thrown 
anywhere it must be equally divided between the company, the 
father, andthe bankrupt. The order of discharge would there- 
fore be granted. 





‘ 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GouLBURN.) 

May 7.—Re Frank Warrall.—The bankrupt wus a solicitor, 
having offices in Chancery lane, and living in Bentinck-street, 
Marylebone, This was a sitting for examination and discharge. 
eae. Créplihe Gppened tesier the fdlowing aironinetanstt 

Mr. A, Griffiths under the following : 
The iaivnae sitene carrying on business as a Court milliner 
in Oxford-street, in her maiden neme of Johnstone. All purchases 
were made in that name; and it was only on her being sued 
by a creditor that it was discovered that she was a married 
woman by the plea of coverture being set up. The 
was against her and £40 of costs were incurred; thereu 
bankrupt went to prison, and then came to this court. 
wife was still carrying on the business, in the same uaie of 
Johnstone, 

Adjourned sine die, with protection for one week only. 


— 


Parliament and Legislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Monday, May 5. 
DecLaRATION oF TiTLE BILL. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 


Security or Purcuasers Brit. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 


‘TRANSFER oF LAND BILL. 


The Logp CHancetLor moved that this bill be read « 
hird time. reside : 

Lord Sr. LeonaRys said the bill abounded in difficulties. 
It was in reality a bill fora general registry of assuratices. 
The select committee had come to an unanimous conclusion 
against such a registry, and it would be impossible for such ® 
bill to pass. He should therefore oppose the measure. The 
bill would doubtless operate either for good or for evil to 
a very considerable extent. It was permissive, as it ought 
to be, but it held out inducements for persons to obtain that 
which, if successful, would be a great benefit. If a man had 
net already a good title it would be useless for him to think of 
taking advantage of the present measure. As to the question 
of a declaration of tittle, if things went on smoothly, and one 
got an indefeasible title, it would be of no use whatever unless 
the party was going to sell, Ifthe person was not going to 
sell he would have to do precisefy all that should be done at 
present. ‘The bill, moreover, required a general registration, 
which created great difficulty. There was considerable differ- 
ence between the existing system of registering deeds and that 
which it was proposed to establish. The publicity ier 
would be given toall transactions os property was 
objections When bills of sales were required to be registered 
lists of them were printed, and sent round regularly to all the 
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great traders, The same result might perhaps follow the 
passing of the present bill. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that the select committee had 
first proceeded to contrast the bill which he (the Lord Chan- 
cellor) had presented with those introduced by other learned 
lords. Those bills were found to be open to the objection that 
they called into existence a new court, and also that, for the 
purpose of registering a title they did not proceed to register or 
put upon record the actual title, but created a fictitious title— 
an imaginary ownership—for the purpose of registration, and 
then the real ownership was sought to be protected by a system 
of prohibitions which was considered to be too artificial. In 
consequence of these two objections those bills were laid aside 
by the committee. He could not but think that those bills 
had been rightly rejected. The great object, however, which 
they sought to attain,—namely a registration of title—was also 
secured by the bill which he had introduced. It was said that 
the bill was in reality one for the registration of deeds. That 
was nothing more than a repetition of what was urged before 
the committee, and which, when examined, was, as it deserved 
to be, altogether overruled and shown to be unfounded. His 
noble. and learned friend had said that it was a registry of 
deeds, because it would be necessary to have future deeds put upon 
the registry. If, however, you started upon the assumption that 
there ought to be a registry of title, it was necessary to con- 
sider how that registry might be continued and perpetuated. As 
soon as an estate was placed upon the register, a new kind of 
description, a new kind of conveyence, was established, and 
one might by six lines supersede the cumbrots machinery now 
existing. Every State was greatly interested in the law re- 
lating to landed property, and therefore it was that regis- 
tration was so necessary under the present system. He 
thought the objections urged against the bill with regard to 
expense were not duly considered. The machinery of the bill 
was such, that, whilst it was fitted to deal with the largest 
estates it was also capable of being applied to the smallest. 
He could not understand why registration was objected to as 
it was essential for the purpose of perpetuating the records. 
The only difficulty thrown upon an owner of land was that 
he could not deal with it until he had put upon record all the 
circumstances affecting the title. If it was desirable to render 
the transfer of land as simple and easy as the transfer of money 
in the funds or railway shares, it could not be accomplished in 
any other way but by a system of registration such as was 
proposed in the bill. He therefore hoped their Lordships would 
agree to the third reading of the bill. 

After a few observations from Lord Kinespown and Lord 
en the bill, as amended, was read a third time and 
passed. 


Reav Property (T1TLe or Purcuasers) BILL. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 


ee 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Friday, May 2. 
Prosecutors’ Expenses Bint. 

In reply to Colonel Giri, 

_Sir G. GREY said it was not intended to proceed with the 
bill pending the progress of the inquiry which had been insti- 
tuted at the suggestion of the hon. and gallant member. 

OxrorD UNIVERSITY. 

Sir W. Hearscore moved for leave to introduce a bill to 
extend the power of making statutes, and to make further 
provision for the administration of justice in the court of the 
Vice-Chancellor of the University of Oxford. 

Leave was given to introduce the bill, which was read a 
first time. 

Monday, May 5, 
Waits oF Haseas Corrvs INTO HER Masesty’s Possessions 
AxBroaD BILL. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 


Tuesday, May 6. 
Bencuers (Inns oF Court). 

Mr. Craururp moved for a return from each of the societies 
of the Inner and Middle Temple, of Lincoln’s-inn, and of 
Gray’s-inn, in a tabular form, and according to their seniority, 
of the names of the benchers of each of the said societies; the 
dates of their respective calls to the Bar; the dates of their 
respective calls to the bench; the amount paid by each re- 
spectively on his call to the bench; the date on which each 











bencher who holds bench chambers was first admitted to bench 
chambers; the then annual value of each of such bench 
chambers; the position and annual value of the bench chambers 
now held by each of such benchers; and the gross amount 
which, up to the date of the return, had been received by each 
bencher from chambers held by him as a bencher; and a 
similar return showing the amount of fees or other payment or 
emolument received by each bencher who has held the office of 
treasurer. He said he believed it had been objected that these 
were private societies, over which the House could not exercise 
any control; he could not believe that such was the case; he 
denied that this motion was a hostile attack on the benchers— 
on the contrary, it was made on their behalf; for he was sure 
that they would be glad to give the fullest information on this 
subject. 

Sir G. Grey said the Government had no power to enforce 
this order, but he was not aware whether the benchers would 
object to give the information required. Certainly the Govern- 
ment did not object to the information being obtained. 

Mr. CoLiieR said as a bencher he saw not the slightest 
objection to the information now sought being given. A° 
Royal commission had already inquired into the matter, and 
the report spoke most favourably of the management by the 
benchers. 

Mr. Bovitt, as a bencher of the Middle Temple, had no 
objection to the production of the information asked for. He 
might, however, state that with regard to the possession of 
chambers, and the receipt of other emoluments, full informa- 
tion was given in the report of the commissioners appointed in 
1854, printed in a blue book. Other information might be de- 
sirable; but the motion related to only one side of the question, 
and he thought it ought to embrace both, He had never 
heard a suggestion of misappropriation or misconduct with 
regard to the property of the Inns of Court since the time of 
Elizabeth. 

Mr, SELWYN said that as regarded Lincoln’s-inn there was 
no information of the kind specified in the motion which the 
benchers could give; and the information with regard to the 
other Inns of Court was contained in returns already in posses- 
sion of the House. 

The SoLicitoR-GENERAL said the information asked for 
being already before the public, compliance with the motion 
would only entail useless expenditure. 

Mr. M. Smiru, as a member of the Temple, had no ob- 
jection to the return, although it would not only be a frivolous 
return but a partial one. He could not help thinking the 
introduction of the names of the benchers was for some 
invidious purpose 


The House divided— 
For the motion . ‘ ° * ° oc 
Against it . . de) ui 


Majority against the motion. —42 


Inns oF CourT AMENDMENT BILL. 
Sir G. Bowyer postponed the second reading of this bili to 
the 28th instant. 
TRADE MARKS. 
Mr. Roesuck brought up the Report of the Select Com- 
mittee on the Trade Marks Bill 


Wednesday, May 7. 
County Courts Procepvre BIt. 

Mr. M‘Manon moved that this bill be read a second time, 
and observed that it had been suggested by gentlemen con- 
versant with the practice of those courts, It contained only 
eleven clauses, and extended to county courts powers in regard 
to suits on bills of exchange and other matters already exer- 
cised with great advantage to suitors by the superior courts. 
The only provision to which he apprehended exception would 
be taken was that which gave an appeal from the decision of 
the judge in cases where no such appeal now existed. At 
present there was no right of appeal if the amount of a claim 
was under £20; but that was a principle which could not be 
for a moment defended. He therefore proposed to reverse thet 
rule, and to extend to county courts the power of appeal in all 
cases where the judge might think it reasonable to grant it. 
He also proposed to extend to them the provisions of the last 
Common Law Procedure Act, and to allow equitable defences 
to be set up, asin the superior courts. He trusted that the 
House would agree to the second reading. 

‘The ATTORNEY-GENERAL opposed the motion, and hoped 
the hon. and learned member would not deem it expedient to 
proceed further with the bill, He had communicated with 
nearly all the county court judges on the subject, and he could 
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say that they who were the best judges of what improvements 
the practice of those courts was susceptible of disapproved of 
the bill. The sixth clause was the only one in the bill to which 
the House could agrees and’as to the others, which were bor- 
rowed from the Common Law Proceedure Acts, they, if it 
were deemed necessary could be extended to county courts by 
an order in council. There was, therefore, no necessity for 
the interference of legislation so far as they were concerned. 
As to the interpleader clause, it completely reversed the cha- 
racter of county courts, and, from local courts, proposed to 
constitute them courts of original jurisdiction. He therefore 
moved that the bill be read a second time that day six months. 


Mr. HENLEY urged that there was one point connected 
with the practice of county courts to which the attention of the 
House and the Government ought to be called. He alluded to 
the imprisonment of the poorer classes for debt. Recent 
changes in the bankruptcy and insolvency law relieved alto- 
gether the upper and middle classes of the punishment of im- 
prisonment for debt. But not so with the poor man. He was 
imprisoned not for fraud, but for debt, and while al! others 
previously confined for debt were now absolutely compelled 
to leave the prisons the poor man committed by the county 
court judge was still retained in them. He was yet subject 
to a kind of penal imprisonment for debt; but it should 
be considered whether it was just and fair, having now relieved 
the upper and middle clsses of society from imprisonment, 
that it should be continued in the case of the humbler classes of 
society. 

Mr. Ayrton was glad that the right hon. gentleman had 
brought the subject under consideration. During the progress 
of the Bankruptcy Bill he himself had directed attention to 
that phase of the question, and pointed out how partial was 
about to become their legislation. If a poor man owed but a 
few pounds, he was liable, when sued in the county court, to 
be imprisoned from time to time, until the debt was paid. But 
how would it be if he could manage to contract a debt with a 
friend for £20? He could then avail himself of the pro- 
visions of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, and enjoy the 
privileges of those who owed thousands, and who had persons 

urposely sent by the law to drive them from prison. He 

oped the scandal would be removed, and that they would not 
continue to have one law for the wealthy trader and another 
for the industrious poor. 

Sir G. Grey admitted that the subject was one which wa 
well deserving of consideration. He would not express any 
decided opinion upon the subject; but, looking to the changes 
made in the law by the Bankruptcy Act, although he would 
not pledge himself to introduce a bill, he would yet under- 
take to give the subject every consideration. 

Mr. M‘Manon replied, and expressed astonishment that the 
bill should meet with any opposition from the Government. 
In regard to the subject of imprisonment for debt by county 
court judges, he could produce statistics upon the point, and 
show how severely it operated upon the poor. The gaols of 
Worcester and Stafford were filled with persons committed at 
the suit of pedlars, who were in the habit of going about the 
country and inducing labourers’ wives to purchase trinkets and 
other articles for which their husbands could never afford to 
pay. In the gaols in question there were, a short time ago, as 
many as 300 ns committed at the suit of one such firm— 
a fact which proved how necessary it was that there should be 
‘some change in the law of imprisonment as it affected the 
‘poor. 

Mr. Vance observed that the law which prohibited county 
‘court judges sitting in Parliament was repealed. It was un- 
‘desirable that they should have a seat in the House, and he 
‘hoped that means would be taken to re-enact the prohibition. 


The motion for the second reading of the bill was negatived 


without a division. ° 
Thursday, May 8. 
Commurtats By County Court Jupazs. 

‘Sir G. Guey moved an address for a return of the number 
vof persons committed to prison since the lst day of January, 
1860, by sentence of each county court judge, under the 
provisions of the 99th section of the Act 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, 
‘with the term of imprisonment in each case; and specifying 
‘the number of committals of the same person in respect of the 
same debt or other cause of action. 


The return was ordered. 
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Recent Decisions. 


EQUITY. 
ComPROMISE OF Suit—STaYING PROCEEDINGS. 
Wilde v. Wilde, L. J., 10 W. R. 503. 

One of the most unsettled and unsatisfactory branches of 
Chancery Practice is that which relates to the compromise of 
suits—whether the compromise be, according to the more cor- 
rect use of the word, the result of an agreement between the 
parties, or by reason of the defendant doing all that he is re- 
quired to do by the plaintiff’s bill. Of course an agreement 
may be so skilfully drawn as to provide against the difficulties 
which might otherwise arise from the rules laid down by 
decided cases. But for a long time it was matter of consider- 
able doubt as to the mode in which such an agreement could 
be enforced ; and such doubt, perhaps, still exists where it travels 
beyond the ordinary range of the Court, or where it affects 
equities distinct from the equity appearing on the record in the 
cause, Even since the Chancery Amendment Act and Orders 
of 1852 it is probable that such an agreement for the compro- 
mise of a suit could only be carried out upon a bill filed for 
its specific performance. In a subsequent case, however, 
Dawson v. Newsome, 8 W. R. 725, Sir J. Stuart, V.C., made 
an order giving effect to an agreement for the compromise of a 
suit (in which the rights and obligations of third persons were 
not affected) upon a petition filed for that purpose; but his 
Honour wished “ it to be distinctly understood that he did not 
lay down the general proposition that every agreement for a 
compromise under the new jurisdiction can in all cases be 
carried into effect merely by petition or motion upon an inter- 
locutory application . . . he excepted those cases 
where from the complicated nature of the compromise other 
rights might be involved or matters collaterally involving the 
rights of other parties might render it unsafe to adopt that 
course.” In Dawson v. Newsome not only was the compro- 
mise free from this objection, but the agreement for it con- 
tained a clause that in default of payment by the defendant of 
a stipulated sum of money the agreement should be made “a 
rule of court or order in the cause,” which the learned Vice- 
Chancellor considered to remove every difficulty in the way of 
jurisdiction. We have said enough, however, to show the im- 
portance of keeping every such an agreement strictly within 
the scope of the suit, and of providing the method for giving 
effect to it in case of subsequent dispute. 

The above-named case of Wilde v. Wilde belongs to the other 
class of cases to which we have referred—where the defendant 
has satisfied the plaintifi’s claim before the hearing of the suit. 
There is no doubt that the defendant may at any time move 
to stay proceedings upon offering to satisfy the whole of the 

laintiff’s claim and to pay the costs of the suit; but there 

s been considerable doubt—and we fear there will be, not- 
withstanding this recent decision—as to what is the prope 
course of proceeding where the defendant does not take this 
step, but where he, in fact, does all the plaintiff by his bill 
requires the defendant to do. There are a great many reported 
cases upon this point; but it may be assumed that they do not 
lay down any clear or intelligible rule when we find such 
judges as Sir W. P. Wood, V.C., and the Lords Justices 
differing as to their effect under the circumstances which 
arose here. The bill was filed by merchants against their 
manager to obtain an account and payment over of moneys 
received by him and also to obtain the books of account in his 
custody, and to restrain him from negotiating bills belonging 
to the plaintiffs. The defendant admitted the plaintiffs’ state- 
ment of the account between them and paid the balance, which 
the plaintiffs accepted without prejudice to their right to re- 
ceive the costs of the suit,and this was the only question raised 
by the motion which they now made. Sir W. i Wood,V.C. 
(10 W. R. 368), thus states the practice touching this point :— 
“ Sir John Leach would never hear of a case being settled out 
of court and then brought on for the purpose of d ing of the 
costs. That course had not been altogether followed since. 
In Sivell v. Abraham, 8 Beav. 598, Lord Langdale refused 
to give the plaintiff the costs, subsequent to the period 
when his demand had been satisfied by the defendant, — 
and said that it was not right for the plaintiff to go on 
merely for the purpose of the costs. hen the parties 
compromised the matter there was a recognition that both 
were in the wrong; and the Court could not decide the 
question of costs so as to fix one side more than the 
other with the wrong which both acknowledged. But here the 
Court could not say that the plaintiffs were in the wrong. 
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They had obtained all they asked for and given up no- 
thing. They would not have been justified in prosecuting 
the suit to a hearing merely for the purpose of getting the 
costs, and they had taken the proper course.” It does not 
appear whether the plaintiffs obtained the relief that they re- 
quired in respect of the bills of exchange. It may be assumed 
they did, for the Vice-Chancellor observed that they had ob- 
tained all that they asked for; and the practice as laid down 
by his Honour in this case might be thus stated:—Although 
the old rule, perhaps, remains that where the parties compro- 
mise out of court the Court cannot be called upon to settle 
the question of costs merely between the parties, yet where a 
defendant does all that the plaintiff's bill required him to do, 
the proper course is for the plaintiff immediately tg, move to 
stay all proceedings and to be paid his costs. The Pords Jus- 
tices, however, reversed the order of the Vice-Chancellor, and 
both their Lordships appear to have entertained a view of 
the practice different from the Vice-Chancellor’s. Both their 
Lordships, however, in their judgments refer to disputed questions 
which remained even after the plaintiffs had got what they asked 
for by their bill. It does not appear from the report what these 
questions were; but it is, of course, possible that although they 
might not affect the substantial relief sought by the bill, yet 
they might have an important bearing upon the point of costs. 
The existing practice, therefore, as defined by the Lords Jus- 
tices in this case would seem to give a plaintiff no other option— 
where the defendant at any time before the hearing gives him 
what he asks for—than either to stay all further proceedings, 
paying lis own costs, or to bring on the suit for hearing 
upon the question of costs only, which certainly appears to 
be opposed to the rule laid down in some of the older cases. 

Substantially the same question as was raised in Wilde v. 
Wilde was decided by Sir W. P. Wood in Thompson v. Knight 
9 W. R. 780. There, upon the hearing of an interlocutory 
application, the defendant conceded substantially what the plain. 
tiff nad asked by his bill, but insisted that he was not liable to 
costs, except upon the hearing of the cause. The Vice-Chan- 
cellor, however, ordered the defendant to pay the costs, upon 
the ground that the plaintiff had succeeded in the chief object 
of the suit. 

RENEWABLE LEASE, 


Postlethwaite v. Lewthwaite, V. C. W.,10 W. R. 459. 


It has never been denied that a sub-lessee of a renewable 
leasehold, who has in his lease a covenant for renewal from 
the lessee, is entitled to the benefit of such covenant during 
the whole period for which his covenantor may, by renewal, 
have extended his term. In Zvans v. Walshe, 2 Sch. & Lef. 
519, Lord Redesdale, when discussing the relative rights of 
mesne and sub-lessees of such interests, considered that “the 
defendant was bound to renew to the plaintiff on the old terms 
unless he chose to abandon the property, and allow the de- 
fendant to stand in his place for the renewal which he had ob- 
tained; which, as he had not covenanted to renew with the 
corporation, he might perhaps be at liberty to do, But if he 
thought fit to retain the benefit of the renewal which he had 
obtained, he was bound specifically to execute his covenant of 
renewal on the terms upon which he had covenanted to re- 
new.” In the present case A. was lessee for lives from an 
ecclesiastical corporation, with a covenant that whenever A. 
took a new lease of the property, or had a new life added, he 
would renew and add such life to the under lease on payment 
by the sub-lessee of a certain fine. Under the Capitular 
Estates Management Act, 1851 (14 & 15 Vict. c. 104), the 
interest of the lessor became vested in the Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners for England, who refused to renew the lease to the 
defendants, but offered either to sell them the reversion or to 
purchase their leasehold interest. A. accepted the latter part 
of the alternative. He then would not add a new life to the 
lease of B., but offered to sell him the reversion on equitable 
terms. ‘The present bill was filed to enforce a renewal, C. not 
wishing to purchase the reversion. His Honour decided against 
the plaintifi’s claim, As there is a considerable portion of the 
soil of Ireland held under corporate bodies, especially the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, with covenants for perpetual re- 
newal, the law applicable to such lessees is to be found in very 
ample detail in the Irish cases, and especially in respect of a 
point that occurred in the present case—viz., the period of time 
within which a suit in equity may be brought to enforce are- 
newal after the legal date has elapsed. Indeed, the rights of Irish 
lessees of renewable leases are so extensively sich for by sta- 
tute that little is left to legal deduction. We do not see, however, 
why, in the present case, the plaintiffs application was dis- 
missed, the lapse of time not having been considered by his 





Honour to be a conclusive bar. There is no clause in the Act 
referred to rendering it compulsory on the part of sub-lessees 
to purchase the reversion. They, therefore, retain their rights 
under the covenants unimpaired, and if they do not wish to 
purchase the reversion, it is not easy to perceive any reason 
why they should be compelled to do so, In Randall v. Rus- 
sell, 3 Mer. 190, a tenant for life of leaseholds held of a col- 
lege. purchased the reversion from a stranger, to whom the 
college had aliened it. Upon a bill filed by the remainderman 
to have the tenant for life turned into a trustee of the renewed 
interest, the Court considered that such an equity was too re- 
mote. ‘This case shows that although a tenant for life of a 
renewable lease who renews will be held a trustee for the re- 
mainderman, as was the case in Keech v. Sandford, (the Rum 

ford Market case) 1 White & Tudor Lead. Cas. 32. Nevertheless, 
that the objection of remoteness is one which not unfrequently 
applies to plaintiffs seeking renewals of leases. The Courts 
do not strain after raising constructive trusts, and, as the 
present case shows, where a plaintiff can be put to his election 
either to accept a purchase of the reversion, or to abandon his 
lease, he will not be allowed to consider the mesne lessee as 8 
trustee for him. 


REAL PROPERTY AND CONVEYANCING. 
PowER—ELECTION. 


Fox v. Charlton; Charlton v. Hall; Hall v. Fox, VY. C. K. 10 
W. R. 506. 

It is often very difficult to determine when a general de- 
mise operates as an‘ appointment. In Andrews v. Emmot, 2 
Bro. C. C, 297, the rule was distinctly established that, to 
execute a power, there must be a reference either to it or to its 
subject, or something on the face of the will, or a necessary 
inference going to prove that the testator intended to have 
exercised the power. If any other construction is equall 
tenable with that of the execution of the power, the former will 
prevail. The question whether a devise in general terms ot 
real estate will operate as an execution of a power over the 
same is dependent on the fact whether there is any other sub- 
ject for its operation. Thus, if a testator, by a will made 
before and not re-published on or since the Ist of Jannary, 
1838, demises all his hereditaments or real estate, not having 
had any real estate at the date of his will, but only a testa- 
mentary power in respect thereof, the devise will operate as an 
appointment: Wallop v. Lord Portsmouth, 2 Sug. Pow. App. 

0.11; Standen v. Standen, 2 Ves. Jun. 589. An argument, 
however, is furnished against such a construction, if the tes- 
tator has by the same will expressly exercised other powers 
vested in him: Attorney-General v. Vigor, 8 Ves. 294. The 
general leaning of the Courts, however, being against the di- 
vesting of interests, and consequently against construing a 
direct disposition to be an execution of a power, if the testator 
had real estate on which the will could operate, it will be pre- 
sumed that the devise was made with a view to such property, 
and not as an exercise of the power: Sir Edward Clere’s Case,6 
Co. 17. This construction will be maintained, even though the 
terms descriptive of the subject-matter of disposition are rather 
more extensive than would be required to comprise the testator’s 
own property: Hoste v Blackman, 6 Mad. 190. The same 
rule obtains even though the testator may have exceeded the 
power as to some of the purposes to which he has 
to devote the property: Cowa v. Foster, 1 Joh. & H. 81. 

The principles regulating the construction of general de- 
vises considered in the light of appointments, for the most 
part apply to devises of lands circumscribed by locality. For 
instance, if a testator devises all his lands in the parishes ot 
A.and B., having lands in A. only, and a power over landsin A. 
and also in B., the devise will execute the power over the lands 
in B., but not the power over those in A.: Napier v. Napier, | 
Sim. 28. In Roake v. Denn, 4 Bli. N.S. 1, a testatrix was 
seised in fee of an undivided moiety of lands in Surrey, the 
other moiety in which had been limited to her for life, with 
remainder to such uses as she should by deed or will appoint.. 
She devised “ all her freehold estates in the county of Surrey,” 
and this devise was held to be satisfied by embracing the first- 
mentioned moiety, and not to have operated as an appointment 
of the second. 

To this class of cases belongs the present, although, strange 
to say, the principle of the decision is the very contrary of that 
acted on in the preceding ones, none of which, however, ex- 
cept 4ndrews v. Emmot, are reported as having been cited in. 
the arguments or judgment. C. being in possession of property 
at B., over which he had a power, and owning other property 
also at B., devisedh is property at B. to trustees in trust amongst. 
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others for his two sons, who were some of the objects of the 
power, with gifts of other property to his sons and to others. 
C. being possessed of very small property at B. besides that 
subject to the power, a question was raised as to whether the 
will was an execution of the power, and whether the two sons 
were not put to their election as between the power and the 
will. The Vice-Chancellor held that the testator executed 
the power pro tanto, and that the two sons were put to their 
election—the testator having given them certain bequests, while 
he intended to execute the power in favour of persons not 
objects of it. The testator’s own property was worth only £6 
a-year, and he had charged the whole of his property at B 
with £300 a-year. The charge showed that he intended to 
deal with property worth more than £6 a-year. His Honour 
does not appear to have attached much importance to the ques- 
tion of value. “ A pecuniary test,” he observed, “ could not 
be applied—it was too uncertain a one.” We think, however, 
that the question of value influenced his Honour’s judgment. 
Why should not a question of the value of property be material 
whenever it is apparent that it is grossly disproportionate to 
certain charges on it? Gross inadequacy of consideration has 
always been construed by Courts of Equity as a badge of 
fraud; although, as a general rule, such courts will not, more 
than Courts of Law, endeavour to estimate what is uncertain. 
Value we think not to be by any means either a bad or uncer- 
tain test: Id certum est quod certum reddi potest. Though 
land has not a price current, or one that is subject to ae 
fluctuations, its value nevertheless may be readily estimated. 
It is the question of value that appears to us to distinguish the 
principle of the decision in the present case from those to which 
we have referred. 





CRIMINAL LAW. 
Fase PreteNces—Existinc Fact—Furure Promise. 
Reg. v. John Jennison, C. C. R., 10 W. R. 488. 

This case was reserved for the Court of Criminal Appeal, 
upon the question whether the prisoner had been rightly con- 
victed under the 24 & 25 Vict. c, 96, s. 88, of obtaining money 
under false pretences. 

The prisoner, who was a married man, had induced a single 
woman to hand him over a sum of money, representing that 
he was a single man, and that with such money he would 
furnish a house, and afterwards marry her. The woman stated 
that on the faith of all these three representations she was 
induced to part with her money. It was urged on the part of 
the prisoner that as only the first of these representations had 
reference to an existing fact, while the others related to things 
to be done in future, the indictment could not be sustained. 
It is perfectly clear from the authorities that a false promise 
is not sufficient to support an indictment for obtaining money 
under false pretences: the representation must consist of some 
“existing fact.” In Reg. v. Wickham, 10 Ad. & El. 34, it was 
decided that where two false pretences are laid, as together 
conducing to the fraud, and it appears that one of them is not 
a sufficient false pretence within the statute, that will 
invalidate the indictment altogether. On the other hand 
are the more recent cases of Reg. v. Hewgill, 18 Jur. 158; 
Reg. v. Fry, ©. C. R, 6 W. R. 245; and Reg. v. West, 
6 W. R. 506, im the latter of which it was laid down, that a 
false representation of a matter of fact, accompanied by a 
promise (although the latter as well as the former had in- 
duced the prosecutrix to part with her money), was sufficient 
to sustain an indictment for obtaining money under false pre- 
tences; and so the Court, in the case of Reg. v. Jennison, in 
confirming the conviction, decided, that as risoner, who 
was married, pretended that he wip aniniadel davon an 
essential fact, without which he would not have obtained the 
money, and that one false a of a fact by which 
the money was obtained would be quite sufficient, in itself, to 
support the indictment, although the other representations 
would be insufficient. 


<> 
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Correspondence. 


ARgTicLeD CierKs’ Law Society. 

It is a natural and laudable ambition for a man to endea- 
vour to reach the summit of fame in the particular sphere in 
which he moves. But before a man can shine or work his 
way up in the world he must go through a regular curriculum 





of training so as to fit him for the due performance of his duty 
as a citizen of the world. The man at the plough or the mill, 
the mechanic and the engineer, the clergyman, doctor, and 
lawyer, each has to go through a training, either good, bad, or 
indifferent. Now, I would wish to crave attention and analyse 
so as to demonstrate which of those classes has the worst op~ 
portunity furnished to enable him to learn his trade or profes- 
sion, The ploughman and the miller require comparatively 
but little means; the mechanic and engineer are furnished with 
materials and things and personal instruction; the clergyman 
goes to college and undergoes a regular, systematic, and strin- 
gent course of study and discipline; the doctor, after a befitting 
education, is apprenticed generally for five be during which 
period he proceeds to one of the recognised hospitals or schools 
of medicine, it being imperative he should “ walk the hospital 
for three sessions: thus he is furnished with instruction and 
practice from the most scientific, scholarly, and skilful of the 
medical fraternity. But what can we say the lawyer is fur- 
nished with to obtain a knowledge of his profession? To the 
disgrace of our forefathers be it said we have no such means 
as furnished to others or at the least adequate to our require- 
ments. True, there are lectures, a library, and a debating 
society (‘* limited”) at the Law Institution—and these I believe 
are the only sources wherewith students can store their min 
with legal lore. I ask any man who has the interests of the 
profession at heart, whether or not these sources are equal to 
the necessity of these days of progress and enlightenment? 
Parliament is asked to legislate for the education of the poor; 
it should, I think, take compassion on us and legislate for our 
learning. But if others most able and proper will not stir for 
us we must be up and at it ourselves, and this appears to be 
done in right good earnest by “ An Articled Clerk ” on behalf 
of himself and all others who shall come in and help to fill 
the barn of intellect with good grain. re 

My object, you may perceive, is to advocate the establishing 
of the Articled Clerks’ Law Society as being the first step to 
a more perfect realization of our hopes and wants. Some say 
quotations show the shallowness of a writer's mind, but this I 
heed not, and use the words of John Locke as being most appo- 
site to this subject:—“ We are born with faculties and powers 
capable of almost anything, such, at least, as would carry us 
further than can be easily imagined; but it is only the exercise 
of those powers which gives us ability and skill in an 
and leads us towards perfection.” This‘exercise is so crippled 
limited that not only the sympathy but the active support of 
the profession is urgently demanded, and it is anxiously 
that all the support requisite and which we now seek for to aid 
the formation of the proposed institution may not be “ con- 
spicuous by its absence.” 

As the friend of the rising generation pray lend us your 


aid. As one should not be ashamed to espouse a cause, 
and being desirous to know the views of others, I throw off 
my privity and subscribe my name, 


Arpen A. SHAPLAND, 
45, Lime-street, May 7. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal of the 3rd of May is a letter signed 
“A. H. Crowther,” about the expediency of forming a society for 
articled clerks (both London and Country) to enable them to 
pursue their studies more satisfactorily than they are at 
able to do. He proposes to attain the objects of the 
means of a library, debating society, classes, lectures, 
which are, of course, very necessary and of great advantage 
articled clerks. Now, it appears to me that the oe 
such a society as your correspondent proposes will be sim 
work of supererogation, as articled clerks have already every 
facility afforded them at the Law Institution for gaining 

ic knowledge of their profession by means of an 
cellent library, lectures, and a ing socicty, all in 
working order. What does Mr. Crowther expect will be 
expense of distributing these advantages all over the country, 
or does he mean to drop the country articled 
gether? A Lonpon ARrTICLED CLERK. 

Lincoln’s-inn, May 8, 1862. 


& 
> 


Ereland, 


The office of Clerk of the Peace for the Queen’s County has 
become vacant by the death of Mr. William Caldbeck. 
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The Provinces. 


Norrincuam.—On the Ist inst., at the Nottingham Police 
Court, William Burnett,a machine and press man, was charged 
before the sitting magistrates with having left his situation 
without giving the fortnight’s notice customary to the trade. 
It appeared that the defendant, who is a “ society” man, had 
been in the employ of Messrs. Sutton Brothers for some time 
past, and on the 26th of April he Jeft, having only given notice 
of his intention to do so late on the Saturday night previous. 
Defendant stated that no contract was made when he entered 
Messrs. Sutton’s employ. Mr. A Sutton said that when he 
engaged a man it was understood that a fortnight’s notice was 
to be given on either side. Had he wished to discharge the 
defendant he should not have done it without adhering to the 
custom of the trade, which was to give him a fortnight’s notice. 
That was the regular rule throughout the trade. Mr. Cowley 
appeared for the defendant, and urged that there was no written 
agreement between the parties. He hoped that the Bench 
would be of opinion that the week’s notice which had already 
been given, and the week’s wages which the defendant had 
offered to Mr. Sutton when he heard that a fortnight’s notice 
could only be considered satisfactory, would be sufficient to 
warrant them in recommending Mr. Sutton and the defendant 
to settle the matter by arbitration. Mr. Sutton said his only 
object in bringing the case forward was to maintain the rules 
of the trade, or else he might be subjected to much inconveni- 
ence. Ultimately the case was settled by the defendant paying 
£3, a fortnight’s wages, to Mr, Sutton, and 4s. 6d., the court 
expenses. Mr. Sutton returned the £3 to the defendant. 


tiles 
> 





Colonial Tribunals anv Jurisprudence 


INDIA. 


It is difficult to over-estimate the magnitude of what may 
be called the tenant-right battle now being fought in Nuddea 
and Jessore. Its issue will affect nearly 2,000,000 of peasants 
in these districts alone, nor is the struggle likely to stop till it 
bas embraced the whole of Bengal. In the one county of 
Wuddea the planter-landlords issued during the past rent year 
25,000 notices of enhancement, and it is the opinion of Mr. 
Herschel, the collector, that no less than 80,000 will be sent 
out in the current year. Letters recently laid by Sir J.P. 
Grant before the Supreme Government from Mr. Herschel and 
Mr. Schalch, the commissioner, show clearly the state of the 
case. The bias of the former against the landlord is so well 
known that his statements may be accepted as putting the case 
in the most favourable light for the tenant. It is important, 
therefore, to note his admission, reiterated by Mr. Schalch and 
the Lieutenant-Governor, that “the fault lies neither with the 
planter nor with the ryot, but that it is to be sought partly in 
the fact that the authority of the legal decisions of the deputy 
collectors has been weak compared to the interest at stake.” 
Mr. Herschel blames the confusion of legal authorities, and 
their conflicting decisions; “the double appeal, partly to the 
collector and partly to the judge,” which puzzles the cultivator; 
and “ the distinction in the powers allowed to different courts,” 
which introduced an clement of uncertainty. Thus, he 
goncludes, “not only are the people distracted with the cum- 
brousness of the machine which undertakes to decide their 
Gases, but there is not one officer in the district who is in a 
position to see the whole state of affairs at one view.” 

The origin of the struggle is to be found in the Rent Law, 
Which, while very properly depriving the landlord of the 
power to summon his tenants to his office to pay their rents, 
virtually took out of the proprietors’ hands all lands held by 
tenants for twelve years or more, The planter-landlords are 
charged only with what Mr. Herschel calls “a tactical mistake” 
in suing, like all litigants, for the largest rents that the law 
allows them. In some cases they ask for “petty little cesses,” 
such as custom enables the native landlord to levy, and for 
arrears of old standing. They do this on the same principle 
that makes a plaintiff suing for damages lay his claim at £500 
when he expects only £50, This irritates the tenant, who has 
further been forced by the Courts to give up his claims to cer- 
tain lands formed by and in the numerous rivers of Lower 
Bengal, on which he lias been allowed to squat on an annual 
lease. Mr. Herschel, accordingly, begs “‘ to press the necessity 
for 3 penal law for the withholding of rent, and for a recon- 





sideration of the measurement law.” According to his recom- 
mendations, Messrs. E. Jackeon and Campbell, two civilian 
judges, attended by several deputies, have gone, the former to 
Nuddea and the latter to Jessore, not to attempt arbitration or 
conciliation, which failed before, but to-be dictators in all rent 
cases. With the combined powers of collector, judge, and 
commissioner, they will act without appeal and decide with 
authority. 
i 


Redbiews. 


An Elementary View of the Proceedings in a Suit in Equity, 
with an Appendiz of Forms. By SyivesteR JoserH Hun- 
TER, B.A., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister at Law. 2nd Edition. 
By Georce Wooprorp Lawrance, M.A., of Lincoln’s-inn, 
Barrister at Law. 

It is not quite four years since this useful manual first made 
its appearance, but it has already received such unequivocal 
marks of approval from those who may well be supposed to be 
most competent judges, that it is unnecessary for us to recommend 
it to young law students, as we should otherwise have done, by 
giving any lengthened account of its merits. It has been made a 
text-book for examinations at the Universities and the Inns 
of Court, and is now well known to the majority of stu- 
dents who have any desire to be acquainted with the 
practice of the Courts of Equity. If there be any 
yet who are unfamiliar with it, it is time for them to know 
that he has done for a “suit in equity” what the 
learned and lamented J. W. Smith did for an “ action at 
law.” He has sketched the proceedings in a Chancery 
snit in such a manner as to give a very good idea of them to 
any perron entirely unacquainted Sih Chancery practice. He 
renders the entire business easily intelligible to a beginner in a 
solicitor’s office or an equity draftsman’s chambers. He has cer- 
tainly succeeded in distinguishing between what is purely 
elementary and what belongs to ‘the ever-changing details of 
practice; and although any one who reads this little book could 
scarcely undertake to conduct a chancery suit without further 
help, he would at all events have a fair general notion of what 
he is about, and would at least understand the principal steps 
which he would have to take. 

Mr. Lawrance has a sufficient reputation at the bar for ac- 
curacy and carefulness to afford a guarantee to the risiag gene- 
ration of law students, that the second edition of this work is 
worthy of the reputation of the first. 





The Law Magazine and Law Review for May, 1862. But- 
terworths. 

The last number of our legal Quarterly contains several 
articles that are worth reading, together with one or two 
which hardly come within its seope, or belong to the province 
of the law. The first article relates to Mr, Bouverie’s Clergy 
Relief Bill, and deals with the question of “ holy orders as 
qualifying fot the House of Commons or the Bar.” Upow the 
second head the writer refers to the case of Mr. Horne Tooke, 
who, after he had received priest’s orders, applied to the Inner 
Temple to be called to the Bar. The benchers of that 
Society being divided in opinion as to whether they should call 
him or not—eight being against him, and only three in his 
favour—consulted the other Inns, who were unanimously 
hostile to the proposal. It also appears that the question was 
subsequently raised whether a person in deacon’s orders could 
become a barrister, and the writer of the article considers that 
the history of the question shows there is no inflexible rule 
against the admission to the Bar of a person in priest’s orders, 
but that a majority of the benchers are free to decide 
calling a clergyman to the Bar whenever they may feel 
posed to do so. We are surprised that the writer has omitted 
to notice the case of Mr. Weightman,* who wasfirst called to 
the Bar, then became Curate of St. George’s, Hanover Square, 
and according to @ recent announcement in the Mornii 
Journals has lately resumed the profession of a Barrister. 
there were any strict rule of the benchers to exclude clergy- 
men from the Bar it is not likely that they would have passed 
over this case, It is, of course, a different question whether 
the canonical or statute Jaw would operate against a person 
who had exchanged his preaching gown for the long robe, 
On this point the writer says— 

“* The only canon that can be supposed to have this effect is 
the 76th, which is as follows:— 





* Anie, p. 225. 
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“No man being admitted a deacon or minister shall, from 
henceforth, voluntarily relinquish the same, nor afterwards 
use himself in the course of his life as a layman, on pain of 
excommunication. And the churchwardens shall present, 
&c. Now ‘ipso facto’ excommunication has been extin- 

ished by 53 Geo. 3, c. 127. See Mastyn v. Escott, Arches 

urt January 28, 1841. 

“‘Excommunication can now only be pronounced by a 
sentence of an Ecclesiastical Court, and all the civil disabil- 
ities attached thereto are abolished by 53 Geo. 3, c. 127, s. 3. 
An imprisonment, not exceeding six months, may form part of 
the sentence, but even this cannot take effect unless the sen- 
tence be certified by a ‘ Significavit’ to the Court of Chancery; 
and the Ecclesiastical Court is not bound to certify to the 
Court of Chancery, even though sentence of excommunication 
be passed, unless called upon to do so by the promoter of the 
suit. See Rogers on Ecclesiastical Law, p. 512: In re Ailes 
v. Scales, 2 Hag. We might perhaps contend tha an honour- 
able calling such as the Bar, itself of a quasi-clerival charac- 
ter, is scarcely within the meaning of the canon, but we 
reserve our argument on that point till we come to a consider- 
ation of any statutable prohibitions on the subject. The statute 
1 & 2 Vict. c. 106, may be said to embody and consolidate all 
former Acts prohibiting the clergy from following secular 
avocations. In the first place, then, this prohibition onl 
relates to such clergy as are either ‘beneficed’ or ‘licensed, 
or otherwise allowed to perform the duties of any ecclesiastical 
office whatever,’ s. 28. And in the ‘second place, it has re- 
ference solely to being ‘engaged in or carrying on any trade 
or dealing for gain or profit,’ s. 29. Now, an honorary pursuit, 
the remuneration attached to which is purely ‘ quiddam hono- 
rarium, and which gratuity is not recoverable at law, surely 
cannot, by any force of construction, come within the definition 
of a ‘trade or dealing carrying on or engaged in for gain or 
profit’ Moreover, a clergyman who holds no ‘benefice,’ 
neither is ‘licensed nor allowed by any other authority to 
perform the duties of any ecclesiastical office, and who, in 
point of fact, does not perform any ecelesiastical duty, we 
apprehend does not come within the penal enactments of this 
statute. The Act contains an exception in favour of partner- 
ships where the number of partners exceeds six; and 4 & 5 
Vict: c. 14, simply invalidates contracts where spiritual persons 
are directors of any such companies, 

“With respect to the 76th Canon before adverted to, that 
canon, as we have seen, threatens with excommuniation any 
‘deacon or minister who shall voluntarily relinquish the same, 
or afterwards use himself in the course of his life as a layman.’ 
Now, this surely cannot mean relinquishing the duties of a 
deacon or minister. If so, then one-third of the clergy are at 
this moment in pain of excommunication. Neither can it mean 
voluntarily relinquishing the office of a deacon or minister, for 
that vould be to acknowledge the delibility of Holy Orders; 
and indeed it has been expressly decided that this cannot be 
done by any voluntary act of the ordained person: Barnes v. 
Shore, 8 Q. B. 640. The canon can therefore only refer to an 
apparent relinquishment on the part of the deacon or minister 
by using himself in the course of his life asa layman. The 
75th Canon expressly forbids a clergyman to follow any base 
or servile calling, leaving it to be fairly inferred that a high and 
honourable calling such as that of a physician or advocate 
might be pursued, provided the conditions of the subsequent 
canon were not infringed. Now the duty of an advocate has 
never been deemed inconsistent with the status of a clergy- 
man, as we have seen so proverbially expressed by ‘ Nullus 
clericus nisi causidicus. Even the most ancient decretals of 
the Canon Law have never done more than forbid beneficed 
or stipendiary clergymen from acting as advocates in the 
ti al courts. 

t cannot be denied that the elergy in the middle ages acted as 
advocates in the temporal or secular courts. The adoption of 
the coif, now represented by the small linen frill, surmounted 
by the black patch or cape on the Serjeants’ and Common Law 
Judges’ wigs, originated in a desire to hide the clerical tonsure. 
The decretals before referred to were the cause of the adoption 
of the coif by those beneficed clergy who still persisted in 
acting as advocates, but yet would not appear to do open 
violence to the law of the Church. Upon these considerations 
we can come to no other conclusion than that there is no 
statute or common law rendering an unbeneficed or unlicensed 
clergyman, or one unauthorized and unoccupied in the per- 
formance of any ecclesiastical office, ineligible to be called to 
the Bar; and even if there be any ecclesiastical law prohibit- 
ing such from acting as advocates, upon the ground that they 
are thereby ‘using themselves in the course of their lives as 





laymen,’ we have seen that the penalty of excommunication 
carries with it no civil disability cognizable by the temporal 
Courts. The punishment of imprisonment is not in the nature 
of a civil disability, and in practice is now never pronounced.” 


Amongst the other articles which will repay perusal is one 
on International General Ave and another on the Law of 
Judgments, which takes for its text the decision of Vice-Chan- 
cellor Wood, and the judgment of the Court of Appeal, in the 
recent case of Benham v. Keane, 9 W.R. 765. There is an 
article upon the case of Mr. Digby Seymour, which adds nothing 
to the stock of information on this disagreeable topic which the 
public does not already possess. Indeed it omits some impor- 
ant items which shew at all events that it was not written by a 
member of the Northern Circuit. It is moreover characterised 
by very indifferent taste, and, upon the whole, had better have 
been omitted. We come to the same conclusion, but apon 
different grounds, as to a contribution entitled the Science of 
Civilization, which purports to be a review of a recent work 
by Mr. George Harris, of which the review tells us “the most 
interesting portion is that which deals with the nature and es- 
sence of civilization. His starting point is the capacity of 
man for improvement, &c.” We make the quotation only for 
the purpose of showing how wide of the domain of Law is the 
lucubration to which we now refer. But we ought'to mention, 
perhaps, that Mr. Harris's work.includes a chapter on Moral 
Jurispradence—a confusion of terms which of itself supplies = 
sufficient criticism for our purpose. 

An article on Insanity and Prodigality contains a very useful 
account of the Roman Law of Prodigals, both as it existed 
amongst the Romans themselves, and as it has since been 
modified in some continental countries. The writer, however, 
starts with the curious assertion that “to give a definition of 
insanity belongs to the physioligist and not to the lawyer.” We 
deny this to be correct as a proposition of law. No doubt 
many different definitions might be given of insanity or any 
other subject which would all be true enough when regarded 
from different points of view. But when lawyers come to speak 
of idiots or lunatics they give their own definitions of these 
classes of persons, and only regard the statements of medical 
men as evidence to show whether or not particular individuals 
come within either of the prescribed categories. 





The Writ of Habeas Corpus and Mr. Binney.—Philadelphia 
1862. . 


This brochure will be interesting to constitutional lawyers. 
Although it is mainly directed to the discussion of the law 
touching the writ of habeas corpus in the United States; and 
is written by an American lawyer, yet it contains mach that 
equally applies to English law. Neither the name of the 
author, nor even of the publisher, appears upon the title-page, 
but we believe it is the production of Mr. Montgomery, a 
Philadelphia lawyer of repute, and it professes to be an answer 
to a pamphlet from the pen of the Hon, Horace Binney, which 
has recently caused some excitement among our 
cousins, President Lincoln, as our readers are aware, sup- 
ported by the opinion of his attorney-general and others of his 
law advisers, although not to any great extent by the judicial 
bench of the country, suspended the writ of habeas corpus, 
soon after the Secession movement had obtained formidable 
proportions. Mr. Binney, after a long retirement from a dis- 
tinguished position at the Bar, was of opinion that the presi- 
dent had power to the privilege of the writ without 
the authority of Congress; Mr. Montgomery argues the 
other side. Both appeal to the “English analogies” 
upon the point under discussion; and it is curious to find 
throughout the argument so many references to the “ common 
law,” which is thus entitled to its name not merely for 
English reasons, but because it is common to the great Anglo- 
Saxon nations on different sides of the Atlantic. 
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CANDIDATES WHO PASSED THE EXAMINATION. 
Easter Term, 1862. 





Name of Candidate. To whom articled, assigned, &¢. 
Adams, George .......c.-0.0000+ Edward Hodgkinson 
Anderson, Charles Henry...... Samuel Steward F 
Archer, William Robson ..... . Charles H Chamberlin 
Baylis, William ........ ssessseeee Thomas Sou 
Beckingham, Harry Hughes... George Blakey 








$14 


Name of Candidate. 
Bell, William Henry L1.B. ... 
Bennett, Samuel Nevitt......... 


eeeeeweee 


Bradley, Frederick ........... 
Bradshaw, Thomas ........... 
Brown, John Storer ..........0+ 
Bruty, William John ......... 
Buckston, Geo. Goodwin B.A. 
Burnand, J. T. Newman ...... 


Calvert, Timothy Thackery,.. 
Carr, David Richardson .... 
Chambers, William John .... 


Clarke, William Benjamin .. 
Clennell, Walter Cash, B.A.... 
Colley, William George......... 


Coote, Frederick Robert ...... 
Cory, John...........cc0000 ree 
Croome, Frederick Henry.... 


Darlington, Henry Cecil, B.A. 
Deane, Henry.........sseoesseeee 
Derry, Richard Courtenay...... 
Deveroux, Charles William ... 
Edwards, Frederick Stephen 


Englefield, William Thomas... 
Fowell, Frederick, jun. ......... 
Frampton, Edward 


Francis, Edward Cubitt, B.A. 
Gales, Alfred Robert.......... : 
Goodwin, John ..........sesce0e 
Grimaldi, Charles Beaufort ... 


Hearn, Charles ......,..+sss000 
Heritage, Lewis ...............0+ 
Hill, Robert Raby ........... 
Howes, Robert Plumptre .... 
Jackson, George Robert 
Jenkinson, Arthur Cooper ... 
Jones, Francis Augustus ...... 
Killby, William Andrew ... 


King, Henry Herbert M., B.A. 
Kirby, Charles, jun. .........++. 
Knight, James Henry ......... 
Lane, Charles Thomas ......... 
Little, Frederick Bartlett ...... 
Lovett, Joseph Sadler 
DN SON sas © eae havshace 
TMB ANIONS, .nnccscccceccscess 
Macdonald, Jas. William, M.A. 


eeeeeceee 


Margetts, Charles Berkeley ... 
Martin, Charles ...............+++ 
Middlemiss, Robert ....... 
Neal, James ............ ea 
Newill, Henry Starr ............ 
Parkin, Alfred ...........esece0s 
Peard, John Davis............ 
Pearman, John ..........00..-+ 
Pease, William ........... 00. 
Pinnell, Clement ............00 
Salmon, Alan Backhouse ... 

Seal, Samuel Smith............ 

Sedgwick, George Alfred .... 
Shilson, Daniel Henry ......... 
Simpson, Elward Palgrave ... 
SMD, SANIT ose sas venwevsiene 


PEE ORRaL og 
Smith, Legh Delves Broughton 


Spicer, George John ..........+ 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &c. 

Matthew S. Stevens 

George Rawson (deceased); 
Rowland N. Bennett 

Henry Atkinson 

William Radcliffe; 
Avison 

Richard Gardner; Robert S. 
Gregson; Joshua B. Allen 

James C. Laycock 

Fk. Halsey Janson 

Arthur Preston 

William Ward Duffield 

Henry William Birch 

Edward Elias D. Grove; John 
George Hick 

John Calvert 

John M. Teesdale 

James Franklin; Thomas B. 
Chambers 

Edmund Reeve Palmer 

Roger Gadsden 

William Owen; John Tucker; 
P. G. Greville 

Fk. William Thorp 

Samuel B. Cory 

Thomas C.Croome (deceased) ; 
Thomas M. Croome 

John Darlington 

Harry Footner 

Rooker, Lavers, & Matthews 

Thomas Deveroux (deceased) 

Thomas Henry Chubb; John 
Potter 

Henry Devereux Pritchard 

Frederick Fowell, sen., 


Thomas 


Tompson, Pickering, & 
Styan 
Charles Fiddey 


William Moore 

Arundel Rogers; T. Southgate 

John S. Burn; Charles T. 
Ware 

Martin Hunnybun 

Charles Thomas Jenkinson 

George Wood 

Henry Hansell 

John Cole 

Charles Thomas Jenkinson 

John Henry Jones 

Thomas R.Clarke (dec eased); 
John Taylor 

Lionel Oliver Bigg 

Charles Kirby 

Richard Underwood 

F. Wickings Smith 

Thos. Washbourne Gibbs 

George F. Crowdy 

Kay Clegg 

Lawrence Harrison 

William S. P. Hughes; R. 
Gamlen 

Charles Margetts 

John Yates, jun. 

George Gale 

Wm. Cox, M.P.; W. Neal 

F, Pardoe 

John Wm. Sowden Collinson 

George Peard; Wm. Dunn 

George William Marsden 

Christopher Childs 

Geo. Ridge; Chas, S. Smyth 

Robert Francis Yarker 

Jolin Rawson 

John Foster Elmslie 

William Shilson 

George Anthony Partridge 

Henry T. Smith ; Thomas 
Baker, jun. 

Stephen A. Notcutt 

Henry Smith; C. John H. 
Fletcher 

rer T. Luscombe; J. Turn- 
ey. 
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To whom Articled, Assigned, &e. 

Philip H. Stanton 

Thomas Taylor (deceased); 
Fred. Thomas (deceased)- 
George F. Wharton 

Charles Spilman Todd 

Richard Barker 

William Foster 


Name of Candidate 
Stanton, Cornelius Harrison... 
Taylor, Henry Marsland .... 


Todd, Charles James.........+++ 
Tudor, John Robert ....... 
Walker, Frederick............. 


White, William Henry ..... +». Henry White 

Wickham, Wm. Henry, M.A. Edward Dalton 

Winn, George, jun., .......2000 James Coates Sowerby 
ae eeeeaaneaews 


CONCENTRATION OF THE Law Courts.—On Wednesday 
last a deputation, consisting of Messrs. T. Webster, E. Field, 
G. W. Hastings, G. Young, and A. Edgar, members of the 
Society for Promoting the Amendment of the Law, waited 
upon the Chancellor of the Exchequer, at his official residence 
in Downing-street, to make representations in favour of the 
bill for the concentration of the law courts, which was 
thrown out on the second reading on the 10th of April 
last. — Mr. Hastinas said, there was no place so well 
suited for that purpose as Carey-street. Whiatever expenses 
were incurred by the proposed improvement might be met by a 
tax levied on the suitors, who would be much benefited by the 
speed that would follow the concentration. By a very mode- 
rate tax on the issue of writs they would be able to raise a 
sum that would pay the interest on half-a-million of money, 
and he did not think the cost would exceed the estimate by 
half-a-million. He did not know what the absolute tax would 
be, but he did not think it would be more than 3s. 6d. or 4s. 
on each writ, which numbered upwards of 100,000 in a year. 
As the common law courts propose to give nothing towards 
the expenses, he proposed that they should pay the tax on the 
writs.—The CHANCELLOR OF THE EXCHEQUER said, the task 
that he had to perform was a limited one; for, inasmuch as he 
was very little informed as to the advantages that would be 
derived by suitors from the proposed alterations, the House of 
Commons would not listen to him, but would say that, as he 
knew nothing about it, they must have evidence from those 
who were well acquainted with the subject. As far as he could 
presume to form an opinion, he thought that strict economy 
ought to be used in carrying out the proposed buildings; but 
he thought that some scheme should be adopted, so that it 
should not form a charge on the public. He thought the House 
of Commons ought to be asked to find the money for these 
buildings, and if the conditions that had been suggested were 
fulfilled it was a case in which the public money might be 
used; but the public had been alarmed so greatly by mis- 
carriages, that it had become necessary for the Government to 
be very particular. The plan which they had framed and 
named to him was not so much presented to him as the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer as it was calculated for the House of 
Commons, showing that the scheme would not entail expense 
on the country. He would consult his colleagues about it, 
and would consider it, not in a grudging spirit, for he leaned 
considerably towards the plan.—Mr. F1exp said, they looked 
upon it as a-financial question altogether, and the question 
was, whether it was not for the interests of the suitors, whom 
they might consider as reversionists, to enable them to get 
their reversions sooner than they otherwise would, ‘The advan- 
tages that would be derived by the suitors from the consolida- 
tion of the courts would be so great that they would outweigh 
any tax that was proposed to be placed upon them.—The 
CHANCELLOR oF THE EXCHEQUER thought Mr. Field had 
misapprehended his position as Chancellor of the Exchequer. 
The question was whether a charge ought to be made on the 
suitors, or that some charge ought to be made on the working 
of the courts, but that was a question that ought to be left 
open. Their case would be prejudiced by his proposing such 
a thing as that which had been suggested to him; but it would 
be open to the legal organs of the Government to make such a 
proposition. It was his business to get all the money he could 
scrape together; but the proposal from them would come im- 
partially, and would have its influence in the House of Com- 
mons.—Mr. Frexp said, the excess of the expenditure beyond 
the estimate could not be more than half-a-million; and that 
the fees of 3s. 4d. on every initiation of a law proceeding 
would pay the whole of the interest, and give them a machine 
of a greatly improved character.—The CHANCELLOR OF THE 
EXxcHEQueER said, that the proposal for such an indemnity fund 
ought not to come from him; but he had reserved the right for 
himself or his successors of making a proposal for a reserve, 
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because they would not know the result of the present pro- 
posal for years to come. He required no arguments to induce 
him to accept the plan proposed, for he approved of it; but 
how much stronger it would come before the House if others 
should propose a plan by which the public should be reim- 
bursed for their outlay.—Mr. Youne said, that the suitors’ 
fund already would yield a surplus of £5,000, the plan they 
proposed would yield a surplus of another £5,000, and the 
£45,000 annuities as compensation would be gradually and 
rapidly falling in to increase that surplus. 


In our obituary of last-week we chronicled the death of the 
late Mr. W. Ritchie, Advocate-General of Bombay. In al- 
luding to this lamentable event, tne Spectator of last Sunday 
makes the following observations:—The Indian metropolis 
mourns for the loss of a true man, and mourns him more 
deeply than it has done others of far greater mark and name. 
Twenty years ago William Ritchie went out to Calcutta to 
take his chance at the Bar of the Supreme Court. For a long 
time it appeared quite improbable that he would have any 
success. He was not a man of genius, or a man of reckless 
daring, or unscrupulous, or a popularity hunter. He was, for 
an advocate, deliberate almost to a fault, and scrupulously 
accurate in mind; but he was a man of refinement and scholar- 
ship, modest and retiring in manner, and possessed of deep 
religious feeling, without a particle uf assumption or cant. In 
person a man of great height and bulk, with a countenance of 
singular sweetness, So faint did his chances of success appear 
after a year’s residence in Calcutta that he at one time con- 
templated proceeding to the Upper Provinces to take the editor- 
ship of a newspaper, which might have brought him an income 
of £700 a year. But the first brief came at last. It wasa 
tough case, and he was excessively nervous and hesitating in 
manner, but the Chief Justice (Sir Lawrence Peel) knew what 
was in the man, and encouraged him. He displayed great 
and unexpected legal acquirements, a strong memory, and un- 
failing accuracy. It was a distinguished success, achieved 
more by solid knowledge than by any brilliancy of speech. 
This was the character which marked his forensic career 
throughout, and during the long term of his subsequent prac- 
tice the Court never found him at fault. Within a few years 
of his first brief his income must have been upwards of £5,000 
a-year, and it amounted at last to upwards of three times that 
sum. He was appointed successively Advocate-General and 
Legal Member of (‘ouncil, but it is not so much as a servant 
of the State as a member of society that his loss is so deeply 
felt. It is not even for his eager and unsurpassed liberality in 
the support of every useful undertaking, for his thoughtful 
generosity wherever there was distress and suffering, or for his 
ever active hospitality to the stranger and the friendless, that 
his loss is most to be deplored. There was something more, 
and something more difficult to define. His }>resence uncon- 
sciously sweetened the whole social atmosphere in which he 
lived. It would be but half the truth to say that he never 
had an enemy. It would be far nearer the truth to say that 
no one ever saw him without loving him. Gre:t would be the 
loss of such a spotless life anywhere, but especially great in 
our great Indian metropolis. 


~~ 
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Public Companies. 


BILLS IN PARLIAMENT 
For THE ForMaATION oF New Lines or RaAILway IN 
ENGLAND AND WALES. 
The following Bills have been read a third tiie in the House 
of Lords and passed :— 
Liynvi VALLEY, 
Wycombe, 


The following Bills have been read a third time in the House 
of Commons and passed :— 

ABBEY HoLme. 

CRUMFORD AND Hcy Peak. 

FuRNEss AND CoNISsTON. 

Hui anp Hornsea. 

LEEGATE AND Bo.Ton. 

Rows.LeY AND Buxton. 

RICKMANSWORTH, AMERSHAM, AND CHESHAM. 

SPALDING AND Bowin. 

UXBRIDGE AND RICKMANSWORTH. 

VaLe or Ciwyp, 





a ee a a 








Births. Marriages, and Deaths. 
BIRTH. 


TERSON—On. May 2, at 23, Nevil-terrace, Hornsey-road, the wife 
W. J. Paterson, Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 


COLES—WATKINS—On May |, the Rev. John B. Coles, M.A., son of the 
late John Coles, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle Temple, to 
Henrietta, hter of the late Richard Watkins, -, of Dublin. ; 

FRANCIS—ELDERTON—On May 3, Henry Francis, -. of Eccleston- 

square, to Catherine Marion, danghter of Charles M. Elderton, Esq., 


Barrister-at-Law. 

IVIMEY—CHINNERY—On April 30, Joseph Ivimey, Esq., jun., son of 
Joseph Ivimey, Esq., of Staple-inn, to Elizabeth, daughter of J, F. 
Chinnery, Esq., of Lower Thames-street. 


DEATHS. 


ANDERSON—On May 4, at Wylam Hall, Newcastle-on-Tyne, John 
erson, Esq., Writer to the Signet. 
BAXTER—On May 4, at Westbourne Villas, Paddington, Robert Michael 
Baxter, Esq., Solicitor, aged 58. 

BAYLY—On April 26, Miss Bayly, of 6, Lewes-crescent, Brighton, 
daughter of the late Robert Bayly, Esq., of the Inner Temple. 
DAVIDSON—On April 25, at Lemmington Hall, near Alnwick, Helen, 

daughter of the late Thomas Davidson, Esq., Clerk of the Peace for the 
county of Northumberland. 
PEARSON—On April 22, Thomas Pearson, Esq., of 22, Essex-street, 
Strand, Solicitor, in the 51st year of his age. 


PAT 
of 


ee 


London Gazettes. 


Professional Partnership Dissolved. 
TorspayY, May 6, 1862. 


Jay, James, & Richard Clarkson, Hereford, Attorneys and Solicitors (Jay 
& Clarkson). April 30. By mutual consent. 


A@Mindings-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Friar, May 2, 1862. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Life Assurance Treasury.—Vice-Chancellor Wood will, on May 15, at 2, 
make a call on contributories of the company for 18s. per share. 
North Wheal Exmouth Mining ee ee for winding up, pre- 
sented April 30, will be heard before Master of the Rolls, on May 8. 
F, W. Snell, Solicitor for Petitioners, 1 George-st, Mansion-house. 


LimiTED IN BANKRUPTCY. ; 
Compressed Coal Company (Limited).—Order to wind-up April 29. Same 
day Edward Watkin Edwards, 22 Basinghall-st, was appointed Official 
Liquidator of the company. 


Tuespay, May 6, 1862. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Irish West Coast Railway Company.—Vice-Chancellor Kindersley has ap- 
pointed Henry Croysdill, 14 Old Jewry Chambers, London, Accountant, 
Official Manager of this Company, 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap, 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, May 2, 1862. 
Ashmore, William, Wellow, Nottinghamshire, Yeoman. Jaly 1. Sol 
Smith, Carlton-on-Trent, near Newark. 
Bridges, Gilbert, Narborough, Leicestershire, Esq. June 3. Sols Stone 


Paget, & Billson, Leicester. 
Clarke, John a. Norwich, Gent. July 1. Sols Miller, Son, & 


Bugg, Norwich. 

Cobb, William Sims, Aspen Cottage, Nursery-rd, Sunbury, Middlesex, 
Gent. July 1. Sol Henderson, 22 Leadenhall-st. 

Dearden, James, Manor House, Rochdale, and Upton House, near Poole, 
and 65 Eaton-sq, Middlesex, Esq. June 14. Sol Capes, | Field-ct, 
Gray’s-inn. 

Dodsworth, William, formerly of Gloucester-gate, nag rn but late 
of 7 York-ter, Regent's park. June 2. Sols Eyston, , & Mills, 
1 Gray’s-inn-square. 

Haigh, George, Pocklington, Yorkshire (formerly of Bradford), Wool- 
stapler. July 1. Sols Craven & Rankin, Halifax. 

Hardy, William, Leicester, Woollen Draper. June 24. Sol Dalton, 


Leicester. 

Haselwood, Matilda Elizabeth, 6 Somerset-ter, St. George’s-rd, Pimlico, 
Widow. May 31. Sol Smith, 90 Denbigh-st, Belgrave-rd, Pimlico. 

Lawley, Alice, formerly of | Murray-st, Kentish Town, Middlesex, but late 
of 4 King’s-pl, Pall Mali, Middlesex, Spinster. June 17. Sprin- 
gate, 19 Liverpoul-st, King’s-cross, Middlesex, Spinster, Administratrix. 

Pagliano, Charles Joseph, Brook Green, Hammersmith, Gent. June 24. 
Sol Richardson, 15 Old Jewry-chambers. 

Pickford, Miss Frances, 7 Sun-hill, Bath, Spinster. June 14. Sol Pet-. 
grave, Bath. 

Shorrock, Christopher, Manchester, and Ashton Lodge, Ashton-upon- 
Mersey, Cheshire, Commission Agent. June 24, Sols J. B. & E. Whit- 
worth, Manchester. 

Smith, Rev. John, Acton, Middlesex, Clerk, May 31. Sol Turner, 42 
Jermyn-st, St. James's. j 

Wilkinsor, Thomas, formerly of Almmouth, Northumberland, but late of 
bom Isiasnd, same county, Gent. June 24. Sols Hicks & Son, Gray’s- 

n. 
TuespaY, May 6, 1862. j 

Adshead, Joseph, Manchester, Agent. July 3. Sols Sale & Co, Man- 


Barber, Sarah, Sidney-pl, Wellington-pk, Clifton, Bristol, Widow, July” 1. 
Sol Strickland, Brista. - - 
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soli. Leah Rundell, " Stonehall, Acock’s-green, Worcestershire, Widow. 
August il. Sols Neville, Birmingham, and Cook, Stourport. 

Brockbank, Jose;-h, Sandwith, Whitehaven, Master Mariner. June 6. Sol 
Banner, Liverpo:1. 

Bfodrick, Joel Foster, Beverley, Merchant. June 9. Sols Shepherd, 
Crust, & Todd, Beverley. 

Burn, Henry, Chisbury, Little Bedwin, Wilts. June 7. Sol Rowland, 
Ramsbury, Wilts. 

5 she William Sedley, Sunderland, M.D. July 14. Sol Ogden, Sunder- 
a 


Carden, Mary, Clarence Lodge, Pitville, Cheltenham, Widow. June 1. 
Sol Lingwood, Cheltenham. 

Cex, John Surman, Cheltenham, Gent. July 30. Soi Lingwood, Chel- 
tenham. 

ne Charlotte, Hereford, Spinster. August 1. Sol Lingwood, Chel- 
tenham. 

Greaves, John Henry, Bridlington-quay, and Sheffield, Gent. July 1. Sol 
Broomhead, Sheffield. 

Ker, Margaret Susannah, 7a Eastbourne-ter, Hyde-pk, Middlesex, Widow. 
June 24. Sol Foulger, 2 Tanfield-ct, Temple. 

Richardson, John, Norttilands-house, Winterton, Lincolnshire, Esq. June 
9. Sols Shepherd, Crust, & Todd, Beverley. 

Stanley, Susanna Mary, Nottingham-pl, New-rd, Middlesex, and 14 St 
Ann’s-villas, Darnley-rd, Notting-hill, Middlesex, Spinster. duly 7. 
Sols Sutton & Ommanney, 6 Basingh: all-st. 

Waller, Jobn Ross, Ware, Hertfordshire, Bargeman. June 20. Sol Tucker: 
New City-chambers, Bishopsgate-st, London. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, May 2, 1862. 

Garrod, Edward, West Parade, Heigham, Norwich, Newspaper Editor, 
May 31. Garrod v. Garrod, M. R. 

Humphbris, John, Hawling, Gloucestershire, Gent. May 27. Hathaway 
v. Bricknell, V. C. Stuart 

Hedge, Charles, 19 Park-st, Islington, Middlesex, formerly of 7 Norfolk 
Villas, Westbourne-grove, Bayswater, Fiour Factor and Corn and Coal 
Dealer. May 29. Hedge v. Holloway, V. C. Kindersley. 

Jennings, Charles, 22, Thayer st, Manchester-sq, Middlesex, a Clerk in 
_ Majesty's Court of Exchequer. May 26. Prothero v. Richards, 
cae Turspay, May 6, 1862. 

Horsfall, Charles, © tae Thirsk, Yorkshire. June 1. Horsfall r. 
Halbert, Vv. Cc. W 

a ee. Tira, ” Cumberland, Widow. June 2. Slee rv. Walton, 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
TursDaY, May 6, 1862. 
Dixon, Wiliiam, Bocking, Essex, Miller and Innkeeper. April9. Sols 
Craig & Rankin, Braintree, Essex. 
Owen, George, Carnarvon, Grocer, and Phebe Roberts, Borras-head, 
Wrexham, Widow, April9. Sols James & Owen, Wrexham. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, May 2, 1862. 

Brown, William, 9 St. Benet’s-pl, Gracechurch-st, Chemical and Com- 
mission Agent. April3. Composition. Keg May 1. 

Commmaptons, , Charles, Trowbridge, Draper. April 2. Conveyance. Reg 
April 2 

Fenn, ‘Thomas, Norwich, Innkeeper. April 4. Assignment. Reg April 29. 

tiay, Edwin Robert, 55 High-st, Merthyr Tydfil, Chemist. April 8. 
Conveyance, Reg May |. 

Green, William, Wentworth, Wath- -nupon-Dearne, Yorkshire, Grocer. 
April 3. Assignment. Reg April 28. 

Holbrook, Frederick ag Nottingham, Woollen Draper. April 9. 
Conveyance. Reg April 29. 

Jacobs, Thomas, 98 Bayhamest, Camden- -town, Middlesex, Pianoforte 
Maker. April 4. Composition. Reg April 30. 

Johnson, George Henry, Grocer and Flower Dealer, South Shields. April 
17. Conveyance. Reg April 28. 

Jom, ly Liverpool, Beerhouse-keeper. April3. Assignment. Reg 
P 

ae Bers Canon-st, Aberdare, Draper. March 22. Conveyance. 

pril 
Murray, John, 63 Marshall-st, Rochdale-rd, and James pe, Man- 
, Contractors. April 5. Assignment. Reg May 1. 

Nitsch, Augustus William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, and Hartlepool, Mer- 
chant. April 16. Assignment. Reg Aprii 30. 

Nunn, — Earl Stonham, Suffolk, Farmer. April 3. Assignment. 


Reg Ap 
ow, oo Huddersfield, Engraver. April 14. Assignment. Reg 


iy 

Parkin, James Isaac, formerly of Marehay, Derbyshire, but now of Wains- 

es Rg ca Collier and Shoemaker. April 7. Release. Reg 
P 
ee Ape 3. Cannon-st, Aberdare, Draper. March 22. Conveyance. 
pril 

Robins, William, 1 Carlton-st, Kentish Town, Int, Commercial 
Traveller. April 28. Assignment. Reg April 30 

my — Bungay, Suffolk, Shoemaker. April 29. Assignment. 

Ap 

Seal, John, Aston Park, Warwickshire, Retailer of British Wines. April 
27. Composition. keg April 29. 

Sherwin, Thomas, Hawksclough, Halifax, Cotton Manufacturer. April 8. 

ent. Reg April 29. 

Warrand, Alexander, 73 Kasinghall-st, London, Solicitor. April 3. Con- 
veyance, Reg April 30. 

Warrenton, Henry, Lower Higham, Kent, Labourer. April 8. Convey- 
ance. Keg April 29. 

» James, and Frances Pte Boldre, Hants, Sack Makers. 

April 7. Composition. Reg April 29. 

Wien Hereuiek, » Leeds, Ale end Porter Brewer. April 29. Conveyance. 





‘Quamet, May 6, 1862. 

Barraclough, Thomas Critchley, and Friedrich Cesar Paetow, Manches- 

ter, Lancashire, Commission Agents. April 8. Composition. Reg 
ay 5. 

Barton, George, Bessell’s-green, Chevening, Kent. April 5. Letter of 
License. Reg May 3. 

Benda, Gabriel, and Anton Benda, 79 Basinghall-st, London. and . 
Duchy of Saxony, Importers of Foreign Goods, May 3. Inspec ) 
Reg May 5. 

Benson, James, 7 Church-st, Everton, Liverpool, awe” Hosier and 
Smallware Dealer. April 17. Assignment. Reg Ma 

Braham, Samuel Abraham, Deansgate, —— Tendiaiie: General 
Dealer. April 8. Composition. Reg May 5. 

Brignall, Jonathan, Collyhurst, Lancashire, Dyer. April 28. Composi- 
tion. Reg May 5. 

Briggs, Edward, Castleton Mills, Rochdale, Lancashire, Silk Spinner and 
Manufacturer. May 3. ‘Assignment. Reg May 5. 

Cattle, Isaac, Cardiff, Glamorganshire, Butcher. "april 16. Assignment. 
Reg May 2. 

Choice, Charles Cava, 40 Upper Lisson-st, Marylebone, Middlesex, Grocer. 
Aprii 12. Assignment. Keg May 2. 

Clarke, Charles Solomon, and his son Alfred Jones Clarke, Mg a 
ton, me Grocers and Wine Merchants. April17. Assign- 
ment. Reg May 5. 

Cuadra, Buenaventura de, 10 May sean s-lane, London, Merchant 
April 29. Inspectorship. Reg 

Cullen, John, a a 7) ee Painter. April 4. Convey- 
ance, Reg April 

Dalrymple, — “Maskill-st, Chortiep mune liotiom, Lancashire, 
Draper. April 19. Assignment. Reg May 5 

Davies, oo Kingston-upon-Hull, Widow. April 23. Assignment. 
Reg May 

Done, tw tad Market Drayton, Salop, Cordwainer. April 7. Assignment. 
Reg May 

Fanlitner,. John, Bull’s-head-inn, Church-st, Rode, Lancashire, Licensed 
Victualler. April 8. Conveyance. Reg May 

Fenton, William ene 28 Vincent-sq, > April 8. As- 
signment. Reg May 5 

Flux, John, Newport, Isle of Wight, Grocer. April 16. Conveyance. 
Reg May 5. 

Gearey, Charles, Grand Junction Brewery, New Brentford, Middlesex, 
Brewer, April 15. Assignment. Reg May 5. 

Gibson, William Frederick, Nottingham, Printer and Stationer. April 5. 
Conveyance. Reg April % 

Hattersley, James, 2 St. Peter-st, Hackney-rd, Middlesex, Traveller. 
May 3. Assignment. Reg May 

Hollis, Bobert, Great Yarmouth, Norfotk, Grocer. April 12. Assignment. 
Reg May 

Johnson, tices, ee upon-Hull, Corn Merchant. April 9. Com- 
position. Reg May 5 

Kelland, John, Wentworth-st, | cere Middlesex, Sawyer. April 
21, Composition. Reg May 

Ladbrook, Alfred John, hadiich: Worcestershire, Draper. April9. As- 
signment. Reg May 3 

Lely, Affifi, Redditch, Worcestershire, Machinist. April 28. Assignment. 
Keg Ma 

Maslen, Daniel, Allcannings, Wilts, Baker. Aprilll. Assignment. Reg 


May 3. 

Perkins, Hannah, eee Staffordshire, Widow. April 24. 
Assignment. Reg May 

Pinkerton, Thomas, Ancrot Steads, Northumberland, Farmer, April 8. 
Conveyance. Reg May 2 

Plim, Edward — Birmingham, Warwickshire, Butcher. April 28. 
Composition. Reg May 5. 

Robinson, William, Cacisheaa, Warrington, Lancashire, Draper. April 4. 
Asvignment. keg May 2 

= -“ Richard, Exeter, ” Accountant, May 3. Composition. Reg 


fay 5 
Sem John, 2 Minshull-st, Oldham-rd, peapenen, Lancashire, Horse 
Dealer. April 14. Assignment. Reg May 
Sharp, Robert, Hartlepool, Durham, Folaver” ‘april 4, Assignment. Reg 


May 2» 

Siddens, Joseph, a st, Tipton, Staffordshire, Hosier. April 29. Com- 
position. Reg May 6 

Smith, Charles, 1i Hare- st, Bethnal-green, Middlesex, Cabinet Maker. 
April 23. Composition, Reg May 5. 

Smith, John, Deritend, a Warwickshire, Grocer. April 26. 
Arrangement. Jeg May 

Stern, Edward, 88 St James's str® et, Middlesex, Ship Agent. April 11. 
Composition. Reg May 

Tannoch, Robert ‘shaw, nd John Gillies, Chorton-upon-Medlock, Man- 
chester, Cabinet Makers. April 9. Assignment. Reg May 2. 

Warburton, William Powdrill, Oldham, Lancashire, Brush Maker. April 
5. Assignment. Reg May 2. 

Watson, Harris, 1% Wilson-st, vee Middiesex, Stove Manufacturer. 
April 17. Assigiament. Reg May 5. 

Walker, John Chew, Mirfield, Yorkshire, Woollen Manufacturer. April 
25. Composition. Keg May 3. 

Walker, William -loseph, Masbrough, Rotherham, Yorkshire, Engineer 
and Millwright. Aprii8. Composition. Reg May 3. 

Wilkinson, James, Barton-upon-Irwell, Lancashire, Joiner and Builder. 
April9. Assignment. May 2. 

Zorn, Frederick, London Wall, London, Merchant. April 22. Inspector- 
ship. Reg May 5. 

Gankruyts. 
Faimay, May 2, 1862. 

Aldridge, John, Nottingham, Cashier. Pet April 24. Nottingham, May 
13 at ll. Sols Cowley & Everall, Nottingham. 

Aldred, Joseph, jun., Iikeston, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
April 28. Birmingham, May 13 atl. Sol Parry, Birmingham. 

Allen, Henry, Alton, Hampshire, Upholsterer. Pet April 29. London, 
May 13 at 1. Sol Shiers, 5 New-inn, Strand. 

Aspden, Henry, Ravidge, near Blackburn, Joiner. Pet April 28, Man- 
chester, May 14 at 11. Sol Gardner, Manchester. 
Austin, John, 65 Brewer’s-st, Somers Town, Middlesex. Journeyman to 
Corn and Coal Merchant. Pet May 2. London, May 20 at 13. Bol 
Buchanan, 13 Basinghall-st. 
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Bailey, John . Church-st, Deptford, Kent, Builder, Pet April 26. London, 
May 31 at 12.30. Sol Drew, 4 New Basinghall-st. 

Baker, John Lawrence, Duke of Marlborough, Charehill- rd, Homerton, 
Middlesex, Retailer of Beer. Pet April 26 (in forma pauperis). London, 
May 20 at 10. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Balmforth, William, Over Shitli: , Thornhill, Yorkshire, Beer-house 
Keeper. Pet April 30. Wake’ , May 15 at 11. Sol Raynor, Hor- 


bury. 
Barker, Abraham, English-st, Carlisle, Innkeeper. Pet April 28, Car- 
lisle, May 13 at 3. Sol Wright, Carlisle. 
, William, Basford, Nottinghamshire, Plumber and Glazier. Pet 
April 80. Birmingham, May 13 at 11. Sols Hunt & Son, Weekday- 
cross, Nottingham 
Batchelder, John, 58 Great Titchfield-st, Mary-le-bone. Pet April 28, 
London, May 20 at 10. Sol Bartley, 4 F eeagy eon Holborn. 
Bean, Robert Mariey-hill, Durham, — Pet ay! 30. 
Newcastle-w , May 14 at 12. Sols Daglish & Stewart, New- 


castle-upon- i 
bay =) ig ae Sheffield, Grocer. Pet April 29. Sheffield, May 19 at 10. 


Biseles qn oe ow, High-st, Much Wenlock, Salop, Coal Salesman. 
Pet april 30. Pen May 17 at 12. Sol Davis, Shrewsbury. 
Island, Devonshire, Farmer. Pet April 29. 


ore, Isaac, ly 
tant > 23 at 12. Sol Clarke, Exeter. 
23 High-street-park, Sheffield, Fruiterer. Pet May 1. 


Ppedtela, M May 15 at 2. Sol Broadbent, Sheffield, 
Brown, Willian, Peel-st, Bradford, Beer-hoase Keeper. Pet April 29. 
, May 13 at 10.30. Sol Harle, Bradford. 
Buchanan, James, Spittal, near Carlisle, Gardener. Pet April 30. Car- 
, May 13 at 3. Sol Wannop, Carlisle. 


Burditt, Frank Austin, Railway Inn, Greengate, Salford, Beerselier. Pet 


April 29. Salford, May 13 at 10. Sol Gardner, —— ter. 
urnside, Matthew, 8 Hanover-pl, Clapham-rd, ” Surre: Surgeon. 
April 29 (in forma pauperis). ag May 20 at 11. 20. Sol Aldridge: 


46 Moorgate-street. 
Bush, Louisa, Downham Market, Widow, Dealer in Berlin Wool. Pet 
April a Downham Market, May 12 at 10. Sols Coulton & Beloe, 


King’s L; 
Caisey, png Bunwell, Norfolk, Baker. Pet April 23. Wymondham, 
May 16 at 11. Sol Sadd, Norwich. 


0 

Carter, Ralph, Biddulph, Staffordshire, nee. Con- 
gleton, May 10 at 11. Sol Cooper, Cong’ 

Cattell, Walter, 1 Foubert’s-pl, SS . Middlesex, Warehouseman’s 


Assistant, Pet April 29. London, May 22 at 11. Sol Wells, 47 Moor- 


gate-st. 

Colebourn, Henry, Wolverhampton, Tailom Pet Aprii26. Birmingham, 
May 12 at 12. Sol Thurstans, Wolverhampton. 

Crabb, William, and John Couch Crabb, Lees Hall, Higher Mill, Oldham, 


Pet April 28. 


Cotton Spinners. Pet April 30. Manchester, May 12 at 11. Sol 
Grundy, Manchester. 

Crossley, Anthony, 8 Pinshold-rd, Bury, Mechanic. Pet April 28. 
Bury, May 22 at 11. Sol Anderton, B 


ary. 

, Edward, Birmingham, Leather = Pet April 30. Birming- 
am, May 19 at 12. Sol Parry, Birmingham. 

Dixon, Hoper, lodging at the Swan Inn, Trecen, Pet April 30. Bristol, 

May 20 at 11. Sols Bishop, Brecon, and Bevan, Press, & Inskip, 


Bristol. 
Down, Edward Lewindon, Par, Tywardreath, Cornwall, Draper. Pet 
April 29. St. Austell, May 14 at 2. Sol Meredith, St. Austell. 
Drayton, Henri James, i Picton villas, Camden-rd, Holloway, Middlesex, 
Locia iy. on a 30. London, May 14 at 12.30. Sols Lewis & 


Lewis, 
Pet April 28. London, May 


Durrant, ae - OER Kent, Miller. 
20 at oo Sols Sole, Turner, & Turner, 68 Aldermanbury. 

Eames, Hi ry Harding, Miller's Arms Inn, Winchester, Innkeeper. Pet 
April 28. "Winchester, May 14 at 11. Sol Bailey, Winchester. 

Evans, James Frederick, 2 Albion-cottages. Havil-st, Camberwell, Surrey] 
a Clerk in Somerset House. Pet April 28. London, May 13 at2. So 
Marsden, 30 Walbrook. 

Fitton, John Henry, Upper Brook-st, Manchester, Book-keeper. Pet 

Manchester, May 14 at 9.30. Sol Gartside, Manchester, 

Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Carpet Manufacturer. Pet April 24. 
Leeds, May 15 at 11. Sol Mason, York, 
Fulford, John, Charles-st, Sheffield, Pearl Button Manufacturer. Pet 
Sheffield, May 15 at 2. Sol Binney, Sheffield. 

Gidden, Mary Anne, A lion, Berks, Leather Seller. Pet April 30. 
aan May 13 at2. Sol Pewee 8 Giltspur st. 

Charles Ed Edward Radley, Eccles, near Manchester, Merchant. 
Pet | April 28. Manchester, May 14 at 12. Sols Atkinson & Co., Man- 


‘aines, Frederick, Lianbaddock, Monmouthshire, Hautier Pet April 29. 
A. gy 14at12. Sol Galindo, Monmouth 

» Jacob, Gomersal, near Leeds, Blacksmith. Pet _ 25. 
toa "May 15 at ll. Sols Terry & Watson, Bradford, and Bond & 


. Leeds. 
Hart, Martha, 19 Cable-st, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 29. 
Liverpool, May 13 at 3. Sol Worship, Liverpool. 
Haywood, Joseph, and n Inn, Coventry, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet April 29. Coventry, wey 13 at A! Sol Griffin, Leamington. 
aaaek. Charles Christopher, ¥ Tooley-st, Surrey, Mast and 
Block Maker. Pet April 29 hie forms pauperis). London, May 14 at 
nace, Linen Draper. 


12. Sol Aldridge, 46 Mc 46 M 
t or orkahit Pet April 28. 
air'ta Watson, Bradford. 


Hey, William, 

Leeds, May 15 at 11. 

Hickling, Henry Adolphus, Birmingham m, Journeyman Electro Plater. 
Pet April 29. Pape wae May 16 at 12. Sol Parry, Birmingham. 
irsch, Albert, 36 Herbert-st, New North-rd, Middlesex, Agent. Pet 
‘April 28 (in forma pauperis). London, May 20at 10. Sols Aldridge & 
Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Holt, John, Butler Green, Hollinwood, Chadderton, Lancashire, Silk 
ong Pet April 26,. Oldham, May 15 at 12. Sol Ponsonby, 


nanganers, Christian, 45 Wellington-st, Newington-causeway, Surrey, 
Baker. Pet April 29. London, May 13 at !. Sol Apps, 7 South-sq, 


Gray’s-inn. 
H William H , 14 Charles-st, Albany-rd, Camberwell, Surrey, 
Deuter in Rooks. ‘Poe -Apell $8. 28. London, May 13 at 12.30. Sol Peverly, 


19 Coleman-st, London. 








Huxley, Richard, Kinnersley, Herefordshire, Horsebreaker. Pet April a0, 
Kington, May is at 12. Sol Cheese, Kington. 

Jones, George, Cornwood Inn Cornwood, Devonshire, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet April 30. East Stonehouse, May |4 at 11. Sol Bryan, Plymouth. 
Kay, Matthew, Sheffield, Grocer. Pet April 26. Sheffield, May 19 at 10, 

Sol Unwin, Sheffield. 
Kemp, Edward, 6 Almorah-ter, Gloncester-rd, Islington, and Corn Bae 


change, London, Commission Agent. Pet April 29. ‘London, May 90 
at 10. Sols Monckton & Monckton, | Raymond’s-bidgs, Gray’s-inn. 
Kimberley, Thomas, Oldbury, Worcestershire, Coalmaster. Pet April 98. 
Birmingham, May 12 at 12. Sols James & Knight, Birmingham. 
ar Charles, 4 Harmer-st, Gravesend, Kent, Commission Agent. Pet 
April 26. London, May 13 at 12.30. Sol Juckes, 19 ag 
Langton, Richard, Ripley, Derbyshire, Schoolmaster. Pet April 96. 
emg May a - ws ‘Sol tery bg 
Leonard, Harriet, 1 Park-st, Bristol, er. Pet April 26. Bristol, 
16 at 12. Sol Crosby. é — 
Lendersdorf, David, 41 Me ng York-rd, Lambeth. Pet April 8 
Shee London, May 22at 11. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 
Lincoln, John, Yarrington’s-ct, Norwich, Cattle Salesman. Pet April94. 
Norwich, May 12 at 11. ieee a i 


een's Hotel, Sydenham. Pet April 28 
bo a penpers Lonice, Map 3 13 at ae, 7 am Pe ne 8m = 


Mabon, John, 4 St Ernan’s-hill, Bone eggs 


Pet April 28 (in forma London, May 22 at 11.30. Sols 
Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Pe morn oot st. 


Mason, Richard, Oldbury, Worcestershire, Coalmaster. Pet April 28. 
Birmingham, May 16 at 11. Sols James & Knight, Birmingham. 
MCommieslon Agent, “et April 26 (in forma pauperis). Loudem, Map 
mmission Agent et ( (1) pau ) 
l4at 12. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st 
Mercer, William, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 28. Liver. 
pool, May 15 at 11. Sol Cross, Liverpool. 
Middleton, John, George-lane, Plymouth, Bookbinder. Pet April9. Piy« 
mouth, May 12 at 12.30. Sol Laidman, Exeter. 
Moore, Thomas, jun, Great Malvern, Working Gardener. Pet April 28. 
Worcester, May 19 at ll. Sol Wilson, Worcester. 
Munden, Joseph, 11 Arthur-st West, London, Hemp and Flax Merchant, 
A Sales tet nas hace eae St 
erkirs, iam Henry, King-st. Exeter, r. 30. 
May 14 at 11. Sol /ioud, Exeter. 
Robinson, William, Congreve-st, Birmingham, Tailor. Pet April $0. 
Bi rmingham, May 19 at 12. Sol East, Birmingham. 
Salmon, George, Ollerton, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Pet Mareh 4. 
Sheffield, May 19 at 10. Sols Smith & Burdekin, Sheffield. 
Santullano, Jose Alvarez, 18 Broad-st, Golden-sq, Regent-st, Middlesex, 
Sol Drew, 4 New Ba- 


Tailor. Pet April 30. London, May 20 at 10, 
singhall-st. 

Search, Frederick Francis John, Mansfield, Ni TE wie eo 3 
Gardener. Pet April 29. Birmingham, May 18 at 11. Coope, 
Nottingham. 


Sedgwick, Joseph, Queen-st, Barnsley, Yorkshire, Fruiterer. Pet April 
29. Barnsley, May 22 at 3. Sol Patteson, Sheffield. 

Sheard, Levi, 51 Gibson-sq, Islington, Middlesex, General 
Agent. Pet April 29. London, May 13 at 1. Sols Lewis & Sons, 
Wilmington-sq. 

Sheard, Richard, 19 Skinner-st, Snow-hill, London, Cheesefactor. Pet 
April 29. London, May 13 atl. Sols Lewis & Sons, 7 Wilmington-aq. 

Shelley, Joseph Ball, and Samuel Hartshorne, Longton, 
China Manufacturers. Pet April26. Birmingham, May 12 at 12. Sols 
Clarke & Hawley, Longton, and James & Knight, Birmingham, 

Skelton, Joseph, Scholes, Birstal, Yorkshire, Farmer. Pet April 29. Brad. 
ford, May 13 at 10.30. Sol Hutchinson, Bradford. 

Sowerby, Joseph, 149 liigh st, Shadwell, Middlesex, Cork yy 
Pet April 29. London, May 14 at 12. Sols Lewis & Watson, 25 


ments-lane. 

Smirfitt, Juseph, Wakefield, Innkeeper. Pet April 26. Wakefield, May 
15 atil. Sol Gill, Wakefield. 

Smith, Benjamin, pene Lincolnshire, Brick and Tile Maker. Pet 
May 2. Kingston-upon-Hull, May i4 at 12. Sols Bond & Barwick, 

Smith, Matthew, King George the Fourth, 


Pet April 29. Loughborough, May 16 at Li. rm 


Licensed Victualler. 
Wilson, Loughborough. 

Smith, William, Alfred-cottage, Auckland-rd West, Southsea, Portssa, 
Hants, Boot = Shoe Maker. Pet April 28. Portsmouth, May lat 13, 


Sol Paffard, 

Tattam, Dichare, jun, Lady’ 's-lane, Norwich, Cab Proprietor. Pet April 
28. Norwich, May 12 atil. Sol Chittock, Norwich. 

Thomas, Thomas. Penner Colliery, Mynyddslwya, Monmouthshire, Col- 
liery T taakip, B Pet eae 23. Bristol, May 13 at Il. Sols Bevan, 

Press, & Bristo! 

Turner, heme ‘Chureh- -row, Bethnal-green, Middlesex, Manufacturer. 
Pet April 30. London, May 22 at 11. Sol Page, 21 Manchester-sq, 
London 


Twizell, Nathaniel, Liddell-st, North Shields, Hardwareman. Pet April 
30. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, May 14 at 12.30. Sols Harle & Co, New- 
castle-upon- 

Ward, Edward J.,17 Laurence Pountney-hill, London, and 3 ——?. 
pl, New Kent-rd, Surrey, Stationer and Steam Machine Printer. 

April 16. London, May 14 “the 12.30. Sol Spicer, ciuicie 

—— Meme Widemarsh- Hereford, Butcher. Pet April 26. 

ford, May 15 at 3. Sol Garrold, Hereford. 

Waser Daniel, Accrington, Cotton Manufacturer. Pet April23. Man- 
chester, May 12 at 12. Sol Sale & Co., Manchester. 

Wells, John, Hope st, Birmingham Cow Keeper. Pet April 25. Birming- 
ham, May 12 at 12. Sol East, Birmingham. 

Widdows, Francis, Colegate-st, Norwich, Shawl Manufacturer. Pet April 
26. Norwich, May I2at 1!. Sol Atkinson, Norwich. 

Williams, John, 47 St John-st, Clerkenwell, Middlesex, Smith. Pet April 

w 26 (in form4 pauperis). London, May 14 at 11.30, Sol Aldridgs, 46 


Williams, James, 2 Seddon-st, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler, Pst 
28. Liverpool, May 13 at 12. Sol Husband, Liverpool. - 
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Yewdall, Joseph, Horsforth, Yorkshire, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet April 


29. Leeds, May 26 at 11. Sols Bond & Barwick, Leeds 


Toxspay, May 6, 1862. 

Addison, William, Leyland, Lancaster, Draper. Pet April 9. Preston, 
May 21 at 10. Sol Plant, Preston. 

Ainley, Michael Henry, Elmwood-st, Leeds. Pet May 1. Leeds, May 


22atll. Sol Harle, Leeds. 
Aldred, James, Stutton, Suffolk, Boot Maker. Pet April 30. Ipswich, 
Pet 


May ‘at ll. Sol Moore, Ipswich. 
Bartlett, John Gethen, 2 Shenton-st, ‘ola Kent-rd, Surrey, Painter. 
> a 29 rs forma pauperis). London, May 20 at 11. Sol Aldridge, 46 
ay" iactensh, Aldine-chambers, Paternoster-row, London, Publisher. 
ay 5. London, May 22 at 12.30. Sol Price, 71 Mark-lane 


William, Aldham, Suffolk, Farmer. Pet May 2. London, May 20 
Sols Aen gy Me a 7 Ironmonger-lune, and Newman & 


eigh, 

Biddle, Richard, ofS Walcor-pl, Kennington-rd, Lambeth, Surrey, Commer- 

cial Traveller. Pet May 2 (in form& pauperis). London, May 20 at 
Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Booth, William, 43 Rowald-st, Salford, Grocer. Pet May 3. Salford, 
May 19 at 10. Sol Stiles, Manchester. 

Brentnall, Thomas Pearson, Newthorpe, Nottinghamshire, Dealer in Hay. 
Pet May 2. Nottingham, May 21 at 10. Sol Ashwell, Nottingham. 

Browne, David, London-st, Norwich, Seedsman. Pet April 25. London, 
May 22 at 12. "30. Sol Storey, 6 King-rd, Bedford-row, and Mendham & 
Tillett, Norwich. 

, George Thomas, Anglesea House and Osborne House, Palmerston- 

rd, Southsea, Tailor. Pet April 30. Portsmouth, May 21 at il. Sol 


at wk 
Harper, Hadl 


Stenning, Portsea. 
Brown, William, Roach, Samlesbury, Blackburn, Shopkeeper’s Assistant. 
Pet April 29. Preston, May 21 at 10. Sols Terry & Watson, Bradford. 
Bullimore, Robert, jun,.Great Yarmouth, Carpenter. Pet April 23. Great 
Yarmouth, May 19 at 12. Sol Cufaude, Great Yarmouth. 

Burley, William, Carlton, Rothwell, Yorkshire, Grocer. 
Leeds, May 22 at 12. Sols Ferns & Rooke 

Butts, William, 13 Sloane-ter, Chelsea, Middlesex. 
May 22 at 12. He Wells, 47 Moorgate-st. 

Castle, Thomas, 12 Wynd st, Br sd, Middlesex, Upholsterer. 
Pet May 2. London, May 20 at 12. Soi Marton, 5 Austinfriars. 

Cattell, William, jun, 45 Bath-st, Northampton, Butcher. Pet May 3. 
Northampton, May 17 at 10. Sols Shield & White, Northampton. 

Clarke, Caroline, Widow, 8 Upper Rupert-st, Haymarket, Middlesex, 
Dealer in Milk, Pet May 2. London, May 17 at 11. Sol Holt, Qua- 
lity-ct. 

Clark, Joseph, 12 Upper East-st, Southampton, Marine Store Dealer. Pet 
May 3. Southampton, May 19at 12. Sol Blanchard, Southampton. 
Clarke, William, jun, 13 Seymour-st, Leeds-rd, Bradford,;Beer Seller. Pet 

May 2. Bradford, May 23 at 10.30. Sol Hutchinson, Bradford. 
Cunningham, Benjamin George, 5 Elizabeth-ter, Clarendon-rd, Notting- 
hill, Middlesex, Corn Merchant. Pet April 30. London, May 20 at lI. 

Sol Holt, Quality-ct, Chancery-lane 
Curtis, Alfred Pyne, 18 Garrey-29, Ola Kent-rd, Surrey. Pet May 2. 
London, May 2 at 11.80. Sol Hawke, 7 Vigo-st, Burlington-gardens. 
Draper, Charles, 4 Crown-ter, Upper Holloway, "Middlesex, Shoemaker. 
Pet May 3. London, May 21 atli. Sols Hillyer & Co, Philpot-lane. 
Dyson, Edward Taylor, High-st, Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Confec- 
tioner. Pet May 1. Birmingham, May 16 at 12. Sol Shakespeare, 
Westbromwich. 
Ellis, Griffith, Bridgnorth, Salop, Schoolmaster. Pet April 29. 
May 24 at iz. Sol Rymer, Wrexham. 

Eyton, Rebecca, Wrexham, Denbighshire, Widow and Dealer in Butcher's 
Meat. Pet April i4. Wrexham, May 21 at 12. Sol Jones, Wrexham. 
Farnworth, John, Tong with Haulgh, Lancashire. Pet May 1. Bolton, 

May 19 at 10. Sol Gerrard, Bolton. 
Fawcett, David, Kingston-upon-Hull, Joiner. Pet May 3. Kingston- 
-Hull, May 19 at 1!. Sol Pettingell. 17 Bowl-alley-lane, Hull. 
Fawcett, Richard, Bradford, Auctioneer. Pet May 3. Leeds, May 26 at 
11. Sols Dawson, Bradford, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 
Fowler, William, Forest-hill, Oxfordshire, Baker. Pet May 1. 
May 21 at 10.30. Sol Holmes, Oxford. 
Francis, John, Broad-st, Birmingham, Boot and Shoe Dealer, Pet May 2. 
Birmingham, . 19at 12. Sols Harrison & Wood, Birmingham. 
Frankel, Louis, 172 Deansgate, Manchester, Draper. Pet April 24 (in 
—_ ——, Manchester, May 27 at 9.30. Sol Gardner, Man- 


ng "Edward, Groat Market, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Eating House- 
Keeper. Pet May 2. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, May 30 at 11. Sol Beck- 


— » Newcastle-upon- 
forth, Anthony, and Enoch Garforth, Earlsheaton, Yorkshire, Blanket 
Manufacturers. Pet May 5. Leeds,May 26 at 11. Sol Harle, Leeds. 
Goodyear, John, Meshustbal: Hertford, Butcher. Pet April 28. London 
May 21 atl. Sols Walker & Jerwood, 12 Furnival’s-inn, and Day, 

Hemel Hempstead. 

Grindell, Thomas, Coleford, Gloucestershire, Quarry Master. Pet April 
26. Bristol, May 19 at il. Sols Carter & Goold, Newnham, and Hen- 
derson, ristol. 

Hale, Joseph, 6 Upper Fitzroy-pl, Kentish Town, Middlesex, Grocer. Pet 
May 2. London, May 22 at 12. Sol Harcourt, 2 King’s-arms-yd, 


London. 

Harper, Alexander Walter, 15 Queen’s-rd, St John’s- wood, Marylebone, 
Middlesex, Merchant’s Clerk. Pet May 2, London, May 17 at 11.30. 
Sol Pattison, 13 Furnival’s-inn. 

Hedley, Joseph, 95 Bedford-st, North Shields, Tailor. Pet April 14, 
North Shelds, May 22 at 11. Sol Adamson, North Shields. 

Hill, Henry, 6 Lower Temple-st, Birmingham, Baker. Pet May 2. Bir- 
mingham, May 26 at 10. Sol Clark, Birmingham 

Hole, , 43 Villa-fields, Bathwick, Bath, Wood and Coal Merchant. 
May 3. Bath, May 20 at 11. Sol Wilton, Bath. 

Hopkinson, Samuel, Hillhouse, Huddersfield, Beer-house Keeper. 
May 1. Huddersfield, May 29 at 10. Sol Sykes, Huddersfield. 
Huddleston, Thomas, Souterstead, Torver, Ulverston, Lancashire, 

— Pet April 30. Ambleside, May 14 at 10. Sol Jackson, Ulver- 


Ingiedew, Silvester, Stockton-upon-Tees, Wharfinger. Pet May 2. 
=. Tyne, May 80 at 12. Sols Griffith and Crighton, Ne 
upon- . 


Pet May 1. 


Pet May 3. London, 





Ruabon, 


Oxford, 


Pet 


New- 





Jackson, Josiah, Thurby, —— Blacksmith. 
Not- 


Pet May 2. Rania 

May 16 at 12. Sol Law, Sta 

Jackson, William, Whaplode, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Pet May 1. 

= tingham, May 27 at 11. Sols Brown and Son, Lincoln. 

Johnson, Amelia, 37 Albert-st, St. Ebbe, Oxford, Widow, Grocer. Pet 
May |. Oxford, May 21 at 10. Sols Dayman and Walsh, Oxford. 

Jones, Edward, Phythian-st, Edge-hill, West Derby, Bricklayer. Pet 
May 2. Liverpool, May 19 at 3. Sol Frodsham, Liverpool. 

Jones, John, Filton, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Pet April 30. Bristol, 
May 16 atl. Sol Bene. 

Jones, Robert, 5 Clarendon-pl, Wyndham-rd, Camberwell, 
mission Agent. Pet May3. London, May ’20 at 12.30. "Sols ros Oly and ‘and. 
Paddison, 3 New Boswell-ct, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Kelly, James, 3 Surrey-pl, Newington Butts, Surrey, Tailor. Pet May 2. 
London, May 22 at 11.30. Sol Peverley, 19 Coleman-st. 

Lane, Richard, Goose Gate, Nottingham, am a Pet May 2. Notting- 
ham, May 27 at 11. ngham 

Leaman, Richard, Frogmore-st, Bristol, Brightsmith. Pet April 26. 
Bristol, May 19 at 11. Sol Peters, Bristol. 

Loftus, George William, Esq. (commonly called Lord George Loftus), 16 
Thayer-st, Manchester-sq, Middlesex. Pet May 2. London, May 20 at 
11. Sol Keane, 25 Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Lonergan, William, Cheltenham, Traveller. Pet April 7. Bristol, May 


19 at 11. Sols Lawrance, Plews, and Co, Old Jewry-chambers, and 
Bevan, Press, and Inskip, Bristol. 
Lomas, William, 142 Solly-st, Sheffield, Pen Blade Grinder. Pet May 2. 


bent, Sheffield. 
Sol Goodman, 


Sheffield, May 21 at 2. Sol Broad 
March, William. Pet May 2. Petworth, May 17 at 11. 
Brighton. 

May, Edwin, Railway Hotel, Wharf, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
May 1. Cardiff,May 19 at ll. Sol Wilcocks, Cardiff. 

Miles, Frederick William, 3 Francis-st, Deptford New Town, Kent, Insur- 
ance Agent. Pet May 3. London, May 20 at 11. Sol Drake, 13 Gres- 

ham-st. 

Mills, William, Upper Rushall-st, Walsall, Broker. Pet. Walsall, May 20 
at il. Sol Moore, Walsall. 

Mundy, Henry Spencer, 1 Hamilton-ter East, New Cross, Kent, Auctio- 
—_ Pet May 2. London, May 17 at 11. Sol Moss, 38 Gracechurch- 

siana, Nicholas, Skirbeck, ay ae Traveller. Pet April 30. Bos- 
ton, May 17 at 11. Sol York, Bosto 

Parrish, Griffin, Butcher, and John Dale Parkinson, Painter. Pet May | 
and 2. Lincoln, May 14at 12. Sols Brown and Son, Lincoln. 

Parsons, Charles Frederick, Ship Tavern, Glasshouse-yard, Aldersgate-st, 
Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 24. London, May 20 at 11. 
Sol Dimmock, 2 Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st. 

Payne, Humphrey, sen, 7 Spon-end, Coventry, Watchfinisher. Pet May 
2. Coventry, May 20 at 3. Sol Smallbone, Coventry. 

Phillips, William Henry, Abridge, Essex, Butcher. Pet May 2, London, 
May 22 at 11,30. Sols Preston & Dorman, 13 Gresham-st. 

Pratt, Richard John, 32 Margaret-st, Docks, Cardiff, Spar and Block 
Maker. Pet April 30. Cardiff, May 19 at 11. Sol Bird, Cardiff. 

Price, David, Lianstephan, C. enshire, Carpenter. Pet April 5. 
Carmarthen, May 13 at 10. Sol Jeffries, Carmarthen. 

Rastal!, William, Arkwright-st, Nottingham, General Commission Agent. 
Pet May 3. Nottingham, May 21 at 10. Sol Ashwell, Nottingham. 

Rawlinson, Charles, Manvers-st, Sneinton, Notts, Dealer in Foreign Fruits. 
Pet May 2. Nottingham, May 21 at 10. Sol Smith, No ttingham. 

Read, Thomas, 80 Redclift-st, Bristol, Timber Dealer. Pet May 2. Bris- 
tol, May 16 at1l. Sol Hill, Bristol. 

Read, William, Lymington. Pet May 2, Lymington, May 19 at 12. Sol 
Mackey, Southampton. 

Robson, James, 4 Argyie-st, Regent-st, Middlesex, Army Tailor. 
April 30, London, May 20 at 11. Sol Hand,63 Lincoln’s-inn- 
Robshaw, Richard,’"Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Wool Merchant. Pet April 17. 

Leeds, May | Gat 11. Sols Wood & Killick, Bradford, and Bond & Bar- 


wick, Leeds. 

Routledge, Elizabeth, Salem-st, King-st, South Shields, Licensed Vic- 
tualler. Pet April 19. South Shields, May 16 at 11. Sol Wawn, 
South Shields. 

Spalding, John, 32 High-st, Exeter, Draper. Pet April 24. Exeter, May 
21 at 12. So! Jones, 15 Sise-lane, London, and Pitts, Exeter. : 


Pet 


Terry, Herbert, Bull-st, Birmingham, Dyer. Pet May 1. Birmingham. 
May 19 at 12. Sols Southall & Nelson, Birmingham. 


Vial, John, Blackwater, Kenwyn, Farmer. Pet March 29. Exeter, May 
16 at ll. Sol Chilcott. 


Waterson, William, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler. Pet May2. Liver- 
pool, May 17 at 11. Sol Moore, Live 


Wear, John, Woodburn, Northumberland, Carrier. Pet April 30. Bel- 
Victualler. Pet May 2. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, May 30 at 12. 30. Sol 
May 2. Gravesend, May 17 at il. Sol Shariand, Gravesend. 

Wilcox, Frederick, 11 Gloucester-cottages, Grove-rd, Fulham-fields, 

Wombell, John, Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Printer. 

Woolfall, John, Blackburn, Lancashire, Plumber. Pet May 1, Man- 

Fripay, May 2, 1862. 

Jones, Edward, Bristol, Tallow Merchant. 


iverpool. 
—_— Andrew Hodgson, 40 Clive-st, North Shields, Licensed Victualler. 
April 30. North Shields, May 22 at 11. Sol Adamson, North 
lingham, May 24 at 10. Sol Taylor, Hexham. 
White, Anthony, Look-Out Inn, Millum-ter, Monkwearmouth, Licensed 
Story, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
White, John, 5 Victoria-avenue, Gravesend, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Whitehead, John, Hulme, Manchester, Builder. Pet May2. Manchester, 
May 17 at 11. Sol Boote, Manchester. 
Middlesex, Market Gardener. Pet May 3. London, May 20 at 11. 
Sols Bothamley & Freeman, 39 Coleman-st. 
Pet May2. Nottingham, 
May 27 at 11. Sol Brewis, Nottingham. 
chester, May 17 at 11. Sol Boote, Manchester. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
oe, Benjamin, Ludborough, Lincolnshire, Brick and Tile Maker. 
pril 2. 
TuespaY, May 6, 1862. 
May 3. 
Smith, Benjamin, Ludborough, Lincolnshire, Brick and Tile Maker and 
Fasmer. May 2. ‘ 





